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ABSTRACT 
ADMINISTRATION AND EDUCATIONAL CHANGE: 
A CASE STUDY OF THE JOHN E. BOYD CENTER 
CHRONOLOGY OF A CHANGE PROCESS 
Harold James Wilson, B.A., Saint John's College 
M•Ed., Boston College, Ed.D., University of Massachusetts 
Directed by: Professor Harvey B. Scribner 
The major purpose of this study was to analyze and 
evaluate the changes involved in the planning and estab¬ 
lishment of a child development institution, the John E. 
Boyd Center for Child Care and Development, and the role of 
administrative leadership required to establish it. The 
study includes a description of the context of historical, 
political, social, and educational factors associated with 
the Center, the changing needs of society, conflicts with 
local church authorities over the former day nursery that 
preceded it, and the ensuing litigation that resulted in a 
commitment to build a new institution. The period studied 
was from 1960 to 1980, with the actual process of organiza¬ 
tional change taking place between 1969 and 1978. 
Effecting change while studying change was the central 
focus of the author's study. As administrator of the 
organization, the author sought to put into practice, and 
then evaluate, the theories of organizational change and 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
Statement of the Problem 
The period between 1960 and 1980 was among the more 
tumultuous and revolutionary in the history of day care in 
the United States. A number of factors contributed to the 
unrest, including the civil rights movement, the anti-war 
movement and, not the least, the growing number of stu¬ 
dents and schools of education blossoming in the late 
fifties and early sixties. New theories of early child- 
hood development and education were emerging with an 
increase of new researchers, and because there were new 
social and political realities affecting the care and 
education of young children to be responded to. 
The demand for competent child care during the past 
two decades has increased from pre-primary enrollment of 
3,864,000 or 31.6% of the population of three to five year 
olds in 1967 to 4,936,000 or 57% in 1981, as the 
women' 1 s movement, civil rights movement, and economic 
exigencies of this period sent women from all socioeco- 
nomic strata back to work in extraordinary numbers. Women 
1 
2 
in the work force doubled between 1967 and 1981 from 21, 
874,000 to 43,000,000 and there were 1,353,000 mothers in 
the labor force in 1967 (34.2%) compared to 2,515,000 in 
1981 (55.1%).3 
The 1960s saw intense activity on the national scene 
in the theoretical and practical development of the modern 
day care center. Starting in the early 1960s, the tradi¬ 
tional purposes of day care centers began to undergo 
review and challenge. In addition to serving the poor 
working and/or dysfunctional mother, it was beginning to 
be argued that early childhood education had something to 
4 
offer all youngsters and their families. In 1962, the 
Social Security Act was amended to "extend and improve the 
public assistance and child welfare services programs of 
the Social Security Act..."3 By 1965, a National 
Conference on Day Care Services in Washington, D.C. saw 
1,100 day care administrators and educators, consumers, 
labor and business representatives, and a variety of other 
professionals call for greatly expanded day care service 
nationwide for all who wanted it and as . . .a way of 
strengthening and preserving family life." 
Instead of being a force threatening family stabili¬ 
ty, day care was now an essential tool for protecting and 
preserving the family, and it was recognized that women 
were going to work in ever-increasing numbers because they 
3 
wanted to, and because they were ambitious. Day care had 
come to the middle classes, and thereby had earned main¬ 
stream respectability. This was a dramatic philosophical 
turnabout. By the beginning of the 1970s Congress was 
implementing these ideas with substantial funding for 
comprehensive, multi-service, developmental day care 
programs.7 The 1970s reaped the fruits of the political 
and educational agitation of the previous decade in 
substantial Federal funding for day care, and liberal 
guidelines for eligibility and access to these pro- 
Q 
grams. With the American economy in the late seventies 
troubled by inflation, restricted still further by reces¬ 
sion and unemployment into the eighties, this flowering of 
the day care movement has come to an abrupt halt. Day 
care institutions nationwide have been suffering sudden 
severe reversals from cutbacks in funding and increasingly 
. . 9 
more restrictive guidelines for eligibility. 
Since the early sixties child care programs have been 
subject to volatile political and economic forces on the 
national level. As a result institutional structures and 
programs have been compelled to change continually to 
conform to revised guidelines, requirements, and bud¬ 
gets.10 Such organizational change implies disruption 
and potential chaos. Models of constructive change are 
usually theoretical, or based on incomplete or experimen- 
4 
tal data. Studies of structural and programmatic change 
within a day care center setting have been inadequate at 
hest.11 
The expected continuance of the phenomenon of 
two-breadwinner households for the foreseeable future 
projects a continued need for effective and stable day 
care programs. The vagaries of the current American 
economy seem likely to continue, for some time at least, 
to beset child care institutions with unstable conditions 
that will demand flexibility and periodic programmatic 
12 
change for their survival. 
As the author embarked upon the organizational 
process that is the subject of this study — i.e., the 
evolution of a comprehensive modern day care center from a 
small, authoritarian, religious day nursery — he was 
forced to confront several basic organizational, pedago¬ 
gical, methodological, and theoretical issues. More 
specifically, his task resolved itself into a series of 
problems to be examined: 
(1) How is change effected in the 1970s in a small, 
church—run day nursery that will enable the institution to 
remain viable in the light of growing demand for day care 
within a new, previously unserved segment of the community? 
(2) Is it possible to turn an authoritarian, out¬ 
moded custodial day nursery program into a democratically 
5 
run, fully equipped and staffed modern day care center 
that is responsive to the needs of a heterogeneous popula¬ 
tion in the 1970s and beyond and that is capable of 
incorporating appropriate innovation and change in peda¬ 
gogy and administrative structure? 
(3) Could the theoretical models of organizational 
change of Ronald Havelock and Kurt Lewin successfully 
serve as a basis for such administrative and programmatic 
change? 
(4) Could this study of such a planned change 
process serve as a "living" example of the pragmatic 
implementation of such models? 
This study will demonstrate how a planned change 
process was accomplished within an educational setting 
that was authoritarian in nature, employing the philoso¬ 
phical precepts of Havelock and Lewin. 
Organizational Change 
In this section the study will outline the theoreti¬ 
cal background of organizational change. It will be 
pointed out that the approach used in this study was 
"behavioral" in nature. 
Organizational change has been a major concern m 
management theory and practice for several decades. It 
6 
has been universally recognized that there is a need to 
change the organization as the environment changes.13 
Techniques vary as to how changes are brought about in an 
organization, and particularly, who initiates change. The 
change agents will generally be managerial superiors, 
outside consultants, or inside consultants.1^ 
Among the major techniques of organizational change 
are: 
Organizational Behavior Modification (O.B.Mod.) 
Management by Objectives (MBO) 
Management Development 
Organization Development (OD) 
Management Auditing 
Control Cycle 
Organizational Behavior Modification, Management by 
Objectives, Management Development, and Organizational 
Development all define problems in terms of individual or 
interpersonal behavior, using behavioral theory, specifi¬ 
cally motivation and learning theory. Solutions which are 
sought within these four schemes require the specification 
of individual behavior that will bring about the desired 
results. Management Auditing and the Control Cycle, on 
the other hand, involve non-behavioral definitions, and 
employ management theory. For the Management Auditing and 
7 
Control Cycle techniques, solutions are proposed that deal 
with issues of demand, supply capability, organizational 
mission and objectives, organizational structure, and 
• • 15 
organizational processes. 
These techniques have been developed throughout the 
current century. The concept of control of planning, 
directing implementation, and evaluating results of plans 
was formulated by Frederick Winslow Taylor and Henri Fayol 
after the turn of the century.16 The origins of Manage¬ 
ment Development and Management Auditing are obscure. 
Management by Objectives began in the writings of Peter 
Drucker after World War II. Organizational Development 
grew out of early work in sensitivity training in the 
1950*s, and Organizational Behavior Modification is based 
17 
on the operant conditioning theories of B.F. Skinner. 
The techniques employed in this study, and in the theories 
of Havelock and Lewin fall into the first, behavioral, 
category, and employ ideas that are inherent in a be¬ 
havioral approach to change. That is, in this study we 
define techniques of organizational change in terms of 
individual or interpersonal behavior and activities. 
Background 
The present study was conducted during the period 
between 1969 and 1978 — a period marked by the greatest 
8 
public support of day care education in this country. 
Vast sums of public money reflected a national commitment 
to something close to the feminists' concept of "univer- 
sal" day care. Large numbers of both working class 
and middle-class youngsters were spending five full days a 
week in day care. 
The civil rights movement, the anti-war movement, and 
the women's movement were all major influences on the 
course being taken by the day care movement. There was 
strong support for a comprehensive Headstart Program which 
would focus on "compensatory education" for "disadvan¬ 
taged" (usually Black or Hispanic) preschoolers, to ready 
them to enter elementary school on an equal footing with 
19 
their middle-class (usually white) counterpart. 
At the same time the women's movement unleashed a 
widespread call for universal day care which was heralded 
as the right of all children, and a practical necessity 
for mothers going back to school and work in large num¬ 
bers. This concern was reflected in the 1972 study 
20 
published by the National Council of Jewish Women. 
The National Council study, which had wide influence, 
attempted to extensively evaluate the state of day care in 
the country and make recommendations. Its recommendations 
focused on the importance of this level of education. The 
Council looked at all of the contemporary day care, 
9 
educational, and developmental theories, echoed the call 
stimulated by the civil rights movement for an enlarged 
Headstart Program, and dealt with many specific issues 
like desirable teacher-pupils ratios, educational prepara¬ 
tion and expertise of staff. It was even concerned with 
physical facilities — e.g., room size, equipment and 
furnishings. The study greatly stimulated and influenced 
the setting of standards and guidelines for the operation 
of day care centers, especially at the Federal level; this 
is evidenced in the licensing and the granting of 
funds.^ 
The Massachusetts child care delivery system. Until the 
late sixties matters of child care and child welfare in 
Massachusetts were regulated by the Department of Public 
Welfare. During the late sixties, however, a co-agency 
came into being called the Office for Children, which had 
as its charge the overseeing of all aspects of life that 
dealt with children. So there were now two overlapping 
agencies addressing the lives and welfare of children, 
dramatically changing the delivery system of services to 
22 
children. 
While the Office for Children provided no direct 
service, it now was responsible for all the licensing of 
children's services. In a state that had no statewide 
license requirements for day care, now, in 1968, there was 
10 
an imposition of Federal interagency guidelines, which 
were later used to determine eligibility for Federal money 
for day care services — to be dispensed through the 
Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare. 
Ultimately, the Office for Children took over respon¬ 
sibility for all of the advocacy and licensing of chil¬ 
dren's services. The Department of Public Welfare con¬ 
tinued to dispense the funds for services until the late 
seventies when a third department, the Department of 
Social Services, was created. 
The state of Massachusetts, during this period, went 
from having a small number of services for children to a 
state which delivered large amounts of money to children's 
services through the Department of Public Welfare. The 
state reached the point where it was contracting for about 
23 
60% of the day care slots in the Commonwealth. 
Recipients of this enormous range of services now 
included a new, more middle-class population, as the 
eligibility requirements changed to allow funding for day 
care services up to 115% of the median income of the 
state. By 1980, the delivery system for children's 
services was split three ways in a byzantine and compli¬ 
cated fashion. 
Within this complex system the individual day care 
center became, under contractual agreement, the authority 
11 
for the administration of services to children under their 
charge, as well as the arbiters of who would be admitted 
into the program through the Department of Welfare. And 
no matter how hard the Department resisted this arrange¬ 
ment, the day care centers, in effect, became the local 
welfare agency for the delivery of day care services for 
which they had a contract. Finally, because of abuses in 
this system, and changes in funding, the Department of 
Social Services took over this function entirely, in what 
was called a "closed referral system" — i.e., the Depart¬ 
ment would be the sole source of referral and placement of 
children within a contracted day care slot, rather than 
the agency and Department working cooperatively. 
The Catholic ecclesiastical child care system. The 
church-related day care centers are autonomous. They 
report historically to an independent board, which was 
related to a welfare department or bureau. The boards 
ultimately report to a welfare department which reports to 
the local bishop if it is a diocesan organization. If it 
is a religious organization, it reports back to the head 
of the religious congregation. 
In the latter part of the sixties and early seventies 
the Catholic church was the arena for vast revolutionary 
changes, often mirroring what was happening in the rest of 
This was manifested in the comprehensive the society. 
12 
replacement of clerical personnel by lay representatives 
at all levels of church-related organizations, particu¬ 
larly in the social service area, as well as in colleges 
and universities. Boards and staffs became lay, even if 
they were run by religious congregations. In almost all 
cases the laity soon became the majority. 
In some cases, the presidents or chairmen of boards 
remained religious, thus keeping control — although this 
varied depending on the individual board. Almost all 
boards developed a much more structured and bureaucratized 
organization. This was because lay boards thought mostly 
in bureaucratic terms which reflected their backgrounds, 
and because Catholic social institutions, like their 
secular counterparts, were entering into relationships 
with Federal agencies and programs; in all cases these 
relationships generated more structure. 
At the same time, there was a rapid upgrading of 
professionalism in social service agencies, with greater 
attention paid to the academic and professional creden¬ 
tials of the lay staff being hired. These changes came 
about because of ecclesiastical constitutional changes 
which returned the laity to their "rightful positions" in 
the governance of the church and its institutions, which 
25 
had recently been assumed by the clergy. 
13 
The Present Study 
In this study the author attempted to outline and 
analyze the development of a modern, fully equipped and 
staffed developmental day care center, serving a local 
immigrant population in Fall River, Massachusetts. 
Chapter IV details how the Center evolved from a small 
custodial religious day nursery program, catering to an 
unrepresentative, less needy, working- and middle-class 
white French and Irish population at the same time that 
the author's investigations in the community and among the 
state welfare agencies showed that there was a large, 
needy population of at least 150 newly arrived Filipino, 
Portuguese, and Black children seeking day care services. 
The existing program was solely church-supported, and 
was totally isolated from outside social service and 
educational institutions. The staff had no education 
beyond high school, and no formal training in child care 
or child development. 
Elsewhere in the United States at this time there was 
a dramatic revolution taking place in early childhood 
education and day care.^ Enormous Federal sums were 
going into day care education along with a proliferation 
of educational and developmental theories. At the same 
time professionalization and specialization of day care 
14 
staffs was occurring side by side with changing popula¬ 
tions within day care settings. 
The major underpinning for the author's research and 
conduct as Administrator/Director of the St. John's Day 
Nursery was Havelock's analysis of the change agent's task 
and functions in the process of change. In assuming the 
position of Administrator/Director in February, 1970 the 
author had the authority behind him which Havelock says is 
. . . 27 
necessary to effect change in an organization. In 
fact, the author was given the ultimate authority to close 
down the program if he concluded, after a period of study, 
that it wasn't serving a legitimate need or that it 
couldn't be made to serve such a need. 
In addition, this researcher chose to apply Lewin's 
analytical models of roles played by members of institu¬ 
tions in relation to the threatened intrusion of change 
agents (i.e., gatekeepers, resisters). Lewin spent a 
great deal of time analyzing the importance, nature, and 
effect of group decisions. Lewin felt that for a decision 
within an organization to positively effect change, it 
must be a group decision. However, the meaning and 
overall effect of a group decision depends on the nature 
of the process and the position of the group within the 
total social field.28 He is particularly noted for the 
numerous experiments he performed in support of his 
15 
theses. As a result of these experiments Lewin was able 
to break down the elements of organizational dynamics and 
group decision into their components as such: 
GrouP decision is a process of social management or 
self management of groups. It is related to social 
channels, gates, and gatekeepers; to the problem of 
social perception and planning; and to the relation 
between motivation and action, and between the 
individual and group.29 
Havelock deals specifically with change within an 
educational setting. Havelock's theory of change is one 
of process, whose end is achieved through relationship, 
diagnosis, acquisition, choice, acceptance, and self 
renewal (see summary in Ch. II). It involves, in parti¬ 
cular, the assumption of a "change agent" — i.e., a 
specific person whose conscious role and goal involve 
effecting change in a specified direction within an 
organization. The change agent performs in one of a 
combination of four basic roles — i.e., as catalyst, 
solution giver, process helper, or resource linker within 
a process that includes recognition of a "disturbance," or 
crisis in the status quo of the organization; some acti¬ 
vity to deal with the critical situation; a reaction to 
the effects of this action; and, a possible recurrence of 
_ . 30 
the cycle. 
The analyses and conclusions of both Lewin and 
Havelock informed the work of this researcher, as he acted 
16 
both as "change agent" and as author of the study. 
Lewin's emphasis on group decision, and Havelock's analy¬ 
sis of the roles played by the change agent provided key 
guidelines for action and analysis throughout the author's 
development of the John E. Boyd Center for Child Care. 
Five major questions guided the author's research 
throughout the present study, as follows: 
(1) Did the author, as change agent, accomplish the 
stated goal of making the day care organization more 
responsive to the needs of the community? 
(2) What were the manifestations of the change 
process? 
(3) What was the nature of the change process? 
(4) How effective were the theoretical models 
employed when applied to an authoritarian structure or 
setting? 
(5) How effective were the theoretical models when 
applied to a voluntary agency? 
The present study provided a unique opportunity to 
examine and document the 10 year development of a modern 
comprehensive day care center and the change process that 
was instituted and implemented over this period. The aim 
is to fill a gap in the educational literature, as well as 
in the literature of organizational dynamics and process 
by so doing. 
17 
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CHAPTER I I 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
This chapter is comprised of three sections. In the 
first section we review the historical background of the 
day care movement in the United States as well as the 
European movements which, in many cases, informed it. The 
second section examines the major theories of child 
development that determined the structures and practices 
of modern preschool educational programs. The final 
section outlines the theories of organizational structure, 
dynamics, and change of Havelock and Lewin, who provided 
the philosophical underpinning of the present study and 
the change process described therein. 
I. History of Day Care 
19th Century — 1930's 
Day care as it exists in the 1980's, and will con¬ 
tinue to exist in the future, is subject to many forces of 
change, as both agent of change and respondent to 
change.^ To understand the day care movement of 
the 
Sixties one must review the child care systems of 
the 
preceding century. 
19 
20 
There are two major sources of modern day care: the 
day care and nursery school movements, the former begin¬ 
ning in the late 19th century, and the latter in the early 
years of the 20th century. The nursery school was for the 
middle and upper classes, whose families could afford 
educational "advantages," and where the emphasis was on 
play and development. The day care movement came out of a 
social service mode, and was custodial in nature. This 
movement grew quickly during the second half of the last 
century from the first "day nursery" in 1854 to the 175 
day nurseries that had been established by 1897, mainly in 
2 
settlement houses in large cities. 
These child care centers were established by charit¬ 
able groups, and were for the children of the working 
poor, where there was no father, or where the father was 
ill or injured (often in an industrial accident). The 
emphasis of this movement -- and one which persists today 
— was on a social service theory of pathology. This 
theory holds that the children of the poor are "deprived" 
or "deficient" — i.e., victims of a condition that needs 
to be professionally ameliorated. In most situations, it 
was the children of immigrants who were being served in 
3 
these day nurseries. 
21 
1930's and 1940's 
During the Depression of the Thirties, the nursery 
school movement received a strong boost from the govern- 
nisnt. Funding was made available by the government under 
the Federal Relief Administration in 1933, which made 
nursery school available to children who otherwise would 
never have attended — although this was not its purpose. 
The aim of this legislation was to provide employment for 
teachers, nurses, nutritionists, clerical workers, cooks, 
and janitors.^ 
From 1940 through 1943, funds were made available for 
nursery schools through the Lanham Act. WPA funds for 
these schools were increased as well in 1943, to include 
children of working mothers, men in the armed forces, and 
workers engaged in war production, as day care once again 
responded to, and reflected, the needs of the larger 
5 
society, in this case World War II. 
19501s 
The end of the war, and the decade of the Fifties saw 
both the famous "baby boom" and the middle class movement 
to the suburbs, accompanied by the quest for upward 
mobility for the new suburbanites and their children. 
These factors were responsible for a surge in the number 
of nursery schools in the middle class suburbs and around 
the nation. 
22 
Suddenly the idea that children needed to be 
"peer-socialized" seeped down from the upper classes to 
the middle-class suburban housewife. She was now a 
professional mother with the time, energy, and personal 
need to upgrade her role to a "professional" level of 
seriousness. She welcomed the idea that her two year old 
had important educational needs to which she had to tend. 
In addition to the notion that a young child required 
socialization under organized, professional supervision, 
it was considered important that one's child be given 
early instruction in pre-academic areas to provide a "head 
start" toward future upward mobility. An array of educa¬ 
tional theory was generated during this period to support 
, . 6 
these views. 
At much the same time there was also somewhat of a 
resurgence of the languishing day care movement to meet 
the needs of the still-working mother, whose husband was 
7 
unemployed or able to find only part-time work. She 
might also be a war widow. These centers were replica¬ 
tions of the old day nurseries unchanged from 1914 and 
1920 which provided custodial care only. The centers were 
still in the social welfare tradition, seeking to ameli¬ 
orate a condition of "family pathology" (i.e., non-mid¬ 
dle-class, non-nuclear, and without a mother staying at 
home). 
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The management of the day nurseries was now placed in 
the hands of professional, licensed social workers, who 
had replaced the upper class "charitable ladies." This 
change was made in the Thirties after a series of studies 
and commissions recommended such professionalization. 
As Caufman points out in 1958, an expansion of both 
the concept of day care, as well as actual day care 
services, was needed because "working women are here to 
stay." Caufman makes note of the fact that many of these 
women were both married and middle-class -- and therefore 
day care was needed to strengthen families as a "preven¬ 
tive force," not just in response to family pathology. In 
1940, 16.7% of working women were married; by 1958 that 
Q 
percentage had increased to 31.4%. Because of the 
sudden proliferation of proprietary day care facilities, 
and the unevenness of care provided, there now began a 
trend toward licensing and setting of standards. As the 
culture entered the Sixties, the dichotomy between the 
nursery school and day care movements is sizeable. 
1960's 
To meet the projected educational needs of the baby 
boom generation, there was a great influx of new students 
into schools of education in the late Fifties and early 
Sixties, and an accompanying increase in money for educa- 
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tional research. This period produced a proliferation of 
educational theories about early child development (e.g., 
Piaget, the Bank Street School, Bereiter & Englemann).9 
Educational theory and the pressure for expanded day 
care at this time were affected by the major social 
movements which are now gaining ground (i.e., the civil 
rights movement, the anti-war movement, and the women's 
movement). The amendments to the Social Security Act of 
1962 provided funds for day care as work-related training 
and retraining of workers. 
By 1964 the U.S. Children's Bureau was providing 
consultation to the states wishing to get involved in 
child-care programs, and they issued materials such as (1) 
Guides for State Welfare Departments for the Development 
of Day Care Services; and (2) Fees for Day Care Ser- 
10 
vices. 
This period ushered in the Headstart movement, which 
came out of the social service methodology and concept — 
having as its aim the amelioration of the pathology of the 
poor. The schools of education and the educational 
theorists were directly involved in Headstart inasmuch as 
the Headstart programs functioned as a gigantic national 
lab school for researchers and educators. Teacher train¬ 
ees were brought into the programs to test and validate 
the educational theories. Much of this history and 
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philosophy of the Headstart movement is carefully detailed 
by J.M. Sugarman.^ 
Headstart remained a training school for many 
throughout the Sixties, Seventies, and into the Eighties. 
Integral to the program was the training of mothers, who, 
if successful, would proceed from nutritional aide to 
classroom aide, to a training program which would even¬ 
tuate into a Child Development Associate Credential. 
By the late Sixties, several factors were having a 
direct impact on the course of child care. The second 
amendment to the Social Security Act of 1967 (specifically 
Title IVA and Title IVB) provided a great deal of money 
for child care. Additionally, a number of social move¬ 
ments were now actively on the scene (i.e., the Vietnam 
protest, civil rights, and the women's movement) and were 
challenging and affecting all of the existing institu¬ 
tions. Also, at this time, women were returning from the 
suburbs in significant numbers to go back to school. 
Nursery and play schools were still serving the 
middle and upper classes. However, instead of their 
traditional emphasis on play and social development, they 
were now providing cognitive development. Because of the 
greater numbers of pre-schoolers entering nursery school, 
there was an air of competitive urgency among this popula- 
This translated into a demand for an early academic t ion. 
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start on the road to a prosperous, professional future 
before it was too late.12 
Day care was now expanding, serving wider and larger 
populations from the working poor to the working middle 
class. There was a growing movement calling for universal 
day care. As far back as 1965 the National Conference on 
Day Care Services, as reported by Kathryn Close, was 
arguing for the provision of day care for all who needed 
.. 13 
it. 
In 1968 Florence A. Ruderman reported on the Day Care 
Project of the Child Welfare League of America1^, which 
observed the large numbers of middle class working women, 
and called for universal day care for all who wanted it, 
regardless of economic or social circumstances. She 
decried the lack of public support which she attributed to 
the "class and caste" view of day care service. 
Ruby Kerr wrote as well about equal opportunity in 
day care.1'* She discussed the effects of the women's 
movement on the demand for day care as a universal choice 
for anyone, whether working, in school, or neither. 
The Headstart population (i.e., the children of the 
non—working poor) was analyzed as being fundamentally 
"deficient" and in need of correction and "compensatory" 
treatment. Because they were not middle class, they were 
seen as lacking a language and/or a mainstream and middle 
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class culture. This was the latest variant of the "family 
pathology" view of poverty, and was formalized into a 
pedagogy by writers like Bereiter and Englemann, who 
adapted (and distorted) the sociolinguistic theories of 
the British sociologist, Basil Bernstein.16 
1970's 
In 1970 the White House Conference on Children 
recommended day care for all who want it, in addition to a 
more educational, non-custodial, thrust.17 It called 
for more federal, state, and local monies. In spite of 
the 1971 veto by Nixon of the comprehensive child develop¬ 
ment program, funding for day care continued at a high 
level throughout the Seventies. In 1972, as Mary Dublin 
18 Keyserling reported, the National Council of Jewish 
Women made well-publicized recommendations for expanded 
day care services, and a greater expansion of funds (i.e., 
$2 billion in 1973 and an increase of $2 billion more 
annually "well into the Seventies"). It called, as well, 
for the coordination of all federal day care, and for 
tighter licensing and professionalism. In addition, it 
advocated the continuation of Headstart and the training 
of parents. Most of these recommendations did, in fact, 
see realization. 
Day care was expanded specifically to include large 
numbers of children of people in training, a concept which 
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itself is now expanded to include, besides job training, 
the pursuit of associate degrees, bachelor's degrees, and 
degrees. Many parents were being trained to work 
in day care centers themselves. 
There were now regulations requiring licensure and an 
upgrading of teacher's degrees.19 At the same time 
there was an abundance of theoretical justification for 
such professionalism and licensure (e.g., the American 
modification of the British Infant School, the Montessori 
Schools, the New Nursery School). 
With this increased professionalism, there was a 
significant increase in the cost of day care. The working 
poor were now priced out of the day care market. This 
group included couples where one was working and one was 
going to school. 
By 1978, major funding shifted to Title XX, under 
which funds were specifically earmarked for day care in 
state block social service grants. This funding didn’t 
replace Title IVA and IVB and, in general, funding for day 
care was still expanding at this time. 
The states following Federal interagency guidelines 
set specific rates for each aspect of day care operations 
(e.g., social services per child, transportation per 
child, health, nutrition, administration, and care and 
teaching). Day care contracts were now awarded through 
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the states by means of Requests For Proposals (RFPs). In 
addition, there was a major bureaucratization of the whole 
day care process. Day care administrators had to report 
to a variety of agencies (i.e., welfare, education, 
health, public safety) and had to be concerned about 
multiple licensure in all of these areas. 
With the steady increase in professional specializa¬ 
tion (e.g., the addition of speech therapists, physical 
therapists, and language therapists) the social pathology 
concept receded and, in fact, the former nursery school 
population now entered the day care center because nursery 
schools couldn't afford to compete with the specialized 
staffs of the day care centers. 
By the Seventies there was an influx of disaffected 
teachers from the public schools into the day care cen¬ 
ters.^ These teachers now altered the thrust of the 
day care program into a "readiness" program (i.e., a 
preparation system for the upper grades). There was 
pressure to house day care in public school buildings, 
because of the shrinking public school population, excess 
personnel, and an organization that was already in place. 
In addition, funds were beginning to diminish for day 
care, although those in the day care centers were ignoring 
the dire economic signs on the horizon. 
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1980's 
By 1980 the child population had decreased, there was 
growing unemployment, with the economy in deep trouble. 
There was an angry backlash by those middle class parents 
who had now been priced out of the day care market by 
rising prices. These were the very people who had been in 
the vanguard of the day care movement. 
With severe budget cuts, day care now returned to its 
original function of providing custodial care. Many 
centers were forced out of business. Interagency guide¬ 
lines were suspended, and teacher-child ratios were 
greatly increased. Professional, specialized services 
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could no longer be provided. 
Day care was now in private proprietary hands, 
serving the upper classes, with the regulations control¬ 
ling federal funds greatly liberalized by the Reagan 
administration. Guidelines were provided by individual 
states, with no enforceable national guidelines. 
The immediate future of day care looks much like the 
1930's. There will be professionalized (i.e., develop¬ 
mental) care for those who can afford it, and custodial 
care for those who can't. 
The St. John's Day Nursery in Fall River, Massachu¬ 
setts was established in 1914. When the author of this 
study entered the scene in 1969 as administrator/change 
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agent, appointed by the Board of Trustees, the program was 
virtually unchanged from its origins. Like other Catholic 
church-sponsored day nurseries instituted in the early 
20th century, St. John's program grew out of the day 
nursery movement of the late 19th century. As such, it 
took as its mission the amelioration of poverty, and 
served a working poor French and Irish immigrant popula¬ 
tion. It differed from its secular, settlement house 
counterpart only in that the "charitable ladies" who 
established and managed the latter were replaced in the 
Catholic nursery by nuns. However, just as the nurseries 
in the settlement houses were independently run, so too 
were the Catholic day nurseries. 
The task presented to the author, then, was formid¬ 
able (i.e., to bring this turn-of-the-century institution 
into the 1970's to insure its survival). In order to 
fulfill the nursery's ongoing mandate since 1914 (to meet 
the needs of the community's working poor (immigrant) 
population) and the current Board's demand for a finan¬ 
cially viable operation, it was immediately necessary to 
make a number of revolutionary changes: increase the 
number of children in the program and open it up to the 
present-day population of immigrant Portuguese and His¬ 
panic children and of Blacks; seek government funds which 
were now available for child care services to the "working 
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poor; and therefore, adapt both the day care program and 
physical facilities to meet federal licensing and program¬ 
matic regulations. 
II. Child Development Theory and Practice 
Throughout the history of nursery schools and day 
care various psychological and educational theories were 
invoked to defend particular styles and practices. The 
major theories differed in a number of respects, most 
notably, perhaps, in the relative weight each gave to the 
importance of heredity or environment in human develop¬ 
ment. On the other hand, there were substantial areas of 
agreement. Whatever a given school's position regarding 
hereditarianism, behaviorism, and interactionism, for 
example, all maintain that the negative effects of the 
environment can be overcome through the application of a 
particular educational theory. Whether this process is to 
be accomplished rigidly, as in the Montessori schools, or 
loosely, as in the British Infant School, often, in fact, 
characterizes the particular school of thought or program 
in practice. 
The German Kinder Movement 
The kindergarten movement in Germany preceded both 
British Infant School and the American day the 
care 
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movement. The basic thrust was educational and program¬ 
matic, and arose in response to the theoretical writings 
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of Friedrich Froebel. 
Froebel was the first theorist to systematically pose 
the question of how children acquire knowledge. He broke 
the concept of "knowledge" down into sequencing, number 
concepts, language acquisition. Froebel formulated a 
rudimentary cognitive theory which stressed that very 
young children should be in an atmosphere where learning 
can take place. Heavy emphasis was placed on the environ¬ 
mental factors affecting development. 
Froebel was also the first to put forth the idea of 
ordered stages of cognitive development in early child¬ 
hood, along with the prescription that these should be 
taught formally and systematically to insure their acqui¬ 
sition. The learning atmosphere in the kindergarten 
classroom was to be rigid and formal, involving rudimen¬ 
tary exercises in cognitive skill areas (e.g., mathematics 
and language skills). This was seen as actual learning 
rather than "readiness." 
Out of these theories came the establishment of the 
kindergarten for pre-school children between four and six 
years of age. Begun in Germany, the kindergarten spread 
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throughout Europe and America by the twentieth century. 
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The British Infant School 
Although grounded in the kindergarten framework, with 
its cognitive emphasis, the British Infant School soon 
developed a strong affective thrust, as it pushed the 
pre-school concept back to include even children of a 
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younger age. Teachers were trained (briefly) as 
nurses, in physical care, and the influence of the social 
service modality became dominant (i .e. , the goal of 
ameliorating the deprivation of poor children). In 
contrast to the German kindergarten , the emphasis in the 
British Infant School became psychomotor and affective, 
echoing back to the concept of the Greek gymnasium. 
Montessori 
Maria Montessori's emphases were cognitive, psycholo¬ 
gical, and muscular, with particular importance placed on 
the acquisition of specific, sequenced skills in each of 
these areas at the optimum age. She painstakingxy 
laid out the necessary sequential steps for successful 
mastery of each cognitive area. She believed that, while 
skills could be acquired beyond the optimum age, there was 
an upper limit beyond which acquisition was difficult, and 
less efficient. Perhaps her greatest contribution to 
early childhood education was her creation of a variety of 
extraordinary educational materials, which have been 
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widely used throughout the world, in both Montessori and 
non-Montessori nursery schools and day care centers. 
The Montessori method and schools are exceedingly 
structured, with the teacher and materials as the center- 
pieces of the program. The teacher is the "specifier," 
who demonstrates for each child the "proper" use of each 
piece of equipment. She/he repeats this demonstration 
many times if necessary, but the child must show his/her 
mastery of the procedure before being allowed to keep the 
piece (i.e., to play with it). Only after mastery is 
acquired, may the child make modifications in the handling 
of the material. 
The Montessori schools spread throughout Europe in 
the 20's and 30's, to the U.S. in the 50's, and later, in 
the 50' s and 60's, to South America, always under the 
structure and official aegis and licensing of the Inter¬ 
national Montessori Movement. The theory was brought to 
the U.S. by Nancy Rambush, where she successfully adapted 
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it to the public school setting in Cinncinati. 
Although originated by their founder in the Italian 
slums, the Montessori schools in the U.S. have always been 
an upper-middle and middle-class phenomenon. Because of 
their authoritarian nature, appeal has been limited in 
this country even among this population. So, while 
Montessori schools can be found throughout the U.S., there 
are few in any given area. 
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Jean Piaget 
Piaget, the noted Swiss psychologist, has probably 
had the most pervasive influence in educational and child 
development theory and practice over the last two dec¬ 
ades. Piaget accepts the basic premise of both Froebel 
and Montessori that cognitive development proceeds in a 
predictable, universal sequence of necessary steps. 
Piaget's major contribution consisted of a monumental 
amount of careful scientific observation and research in 
infant and child developmental behavior, involving the 
construction of ingenious experiments, to test and expli¬ 
cate the sequence of developmental stages in each cogni- 
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tive area. Piaget was far more flexible than Montes¬ 
sori in postulating chronological ages for the acquisition 
of particular skills, or the attainment of the various 
stages of development. He emphasized instead the neces¬ 
sary interaction between the biological development and 
the environment. What invariant, however, is the 
sequence through which a child must pass. The application 
of Piaget's theory to pedagogy and practice, however, he 
left to his followers to develop. 
Piaget was concerned with development rather than 
learning. Learning and development are different pheno¬ 
mena for him. Development refers to changes in the 
paradigm of thinking, while learning, on the other hand. 
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refers to the process that takes place within a given 
paradigm. 
Piaget's influence was felt first in the field of 
psychology among psychologists working with small children 
in the developmental area. Then it spread to schools of 
education and early childhood development, and ultimately 
into the classroom, where the main pedagogical implica¬ 
tions involve the concepts of "readiness" and "sequence." 
By the 70's there was widespread classroom applica¬ 
tion of Piaget's theories. Because Piaget is difficult to 
read in the original, his works are rarely read. He has 
many interpreters in this country, none of whom has 
emerged as a major figure or expert. Therefore there is 
great variance in what is understood and taught as Piaget- 
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ian theory. 
Eclecticism in Day Care Theory and Practice 
The New Nursery School. By the 60' s there was an 
attempt to synthesize all of the currents influencing 
early childhood education in the U.S. This synthesis 
involved blending the British Infant School s informal 
education and affective components; Montessori's teacher 
and material-centered process; the Kindergarten movement's 
advocacy of structured early childhood instructional 
setting; and Piagetian attention to developmental stages 
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and readiness for learning particular skills. The New 
Nursery School was an eclectic methodology which self-con¬ 
sciously sought to take the best of all areas.29 
While the concept was sound, the implementation was 
hasty and unsuccessful. There were too many internal 
contradictions, and a resultant lack of coherence. 
Because of the various cross-currents fighting for domi¬ 
nance, the New Nursery School movement didn't go very far. 
American National Institute for Social Advancement 
(ANISA). ANISA was an American movement that ran parallel 
to the New Nursery School, but which was more extensive, 
organized, and coherent. This group, including educators 
like Nancy Rambush, Daniel Jordan, Donald Streets, and 
Dwight Allen, was able to take all of the developmental 
theories and produce a synthesized theory of prototypical 
learning experiences.^ This meant, then, looking for 
the optimum moment in the acquisition of knowledge; a 
sequential methodology which is child-orientated, 
child-developed, and teacher-coordinated. It included a 
rich, specialized staff, consisting of master teachers, 
resource teachers, and a variety of specialists. The 
attention to detail was exhaustive, and included building 
design and room arrangement. 
A massive amount of philosophy and pedagogy was 
published, encyclopedic in nature. Because the scope of 
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its work was so broad, the ANISA project, which had been a 
private effort which attracted public grant moneys, 
finally ran out of funds. The strength of this effort, 
its comprehensiveness, and coherence were also its weak¬ 
ness. Its scope was so vast that it was a program which 
could not be sustained within an American educational and 
economic framework. It eventually ran out of funds, 
. . . 31 falling short of its implementational goals. 
Wherever the ANISA model was implemented during this 
period, in Hamden, Maine, Suffield, Connecticut, Kansas 
City, Missouri, and Fall River, Massachusetts, training 
funds were made available for limited periods of between 
one and three years. After this initial funding, however, 
further support was subsequently denied. Because training 
is central to the ANISA program, the loss of training 
moneys effectively doomed the programs, at least in their 
"pure" form. 
In practice, however, the day care movement in the 
U.S. classroom in the 60's and 70's was, in fact, always 
an eclectic operation (i.e., an attempt to blend and adapt 
the most workable parts of each developmental theory 
within an American cultural context). And where resources 
still exist in the Eighties, this is still the nature of 
day care pedagogy. 
The new administrators and staff of the St. John s 
Day Nursery chose the ANISA model for their program 
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because it afforded a pedagogy and approach that used 
change as its methodology. It was felt that only such a 
pedagogy could accommodate an organizational structure 
that was undergoing such rapid and fundamental change. 
HI. Organizational Theory 
Various theories of organizational structure, dynam¬ 
ics, and change have been germane to the development and 
study of the day care center which is the subject of this 
dissertation (see bibliography). However, of prime 
significance to the author is the work of Kurt Lewin and 
Ronald G. Havelock. 
Lewin spent a great deal of time analyzing the 
importance, nature, and effect of group decision. He felt 
that for a decision within an organization to positively 
effect change positively, it must involve a group deci¬ 
sion. However, the meaning and overall effect of a group 
decision depends on the nature of the process itself and 
the position of the group within the total social 
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Lewin is particularly noted for the numerous experi¬ 
ments he performed in support of his theses. As a result 
of these experiments he was able to break down the ele¬ 
ments of organizational dynamics and group decision into 
their components, he states: 
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Group decision is a process of social management 
or self management of groups. it is related to 
social channels, gates, and gatekeepers; to the 
problem of social perception and planning; and 
to the relation between motivation and action, 
and between the individual and group.33 
Ronald Havelock deals specifically with change within 
an educational setting. Havelock's theory of change is 
one of process, whose end is achieved through relation¬ 
ship, diagnosis, acquisition, choice, acceptance, and self 
renewal (See summary in Ch. II). It involves, in parti¬ 
cular, the assumption of a "change agent," that is, a 
specific person whose conscious role and goal involve 
effecting change in a specified direction within an 
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organization. The change agent performs in one or a 
combination of four basic roles; catalyst, solution 
giver, process helper, or resource linker. They exist 
within a process that includes recognition of a "distur¬ 
bance," or crisis in the status quo of the organization, 
some activity to deal with this situation, a reaction to 
the effects of this action; and, a possible recurrence of 
i 35 the cycle. 
Relevance to the Study 
The analyses and conclusions of both Lewin and 
Havelock have informed the work of this researcher, as 
" and author of the study. Lewin's both "change agent 
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emphasis on group decision, and Havelock's analysis of the 
roles played by the change agent provided key guidelines 
for action and analysis throughout the development of the 
John E. Boyd Center for Child Care. 
Because the participation of a change agent in an 
educational setting is key in Havelock's theory of organi¬ 
zational change, his model was most compatible with the 
empirical situation in the St. John's Day Nursery, where 
the author was brought to bring about change. Similarly, 
the focus in Kurt Lewin's theories of organizational 
change upon group decision and a participatory change 
process seemed most suited to the author's task. The 
rigidity of the existing structure and program at St. 
John's in 1969, and the resistance and suspicion of its 
staff, almost dictated the necessity for an open, all-in¬ 
clusive change process. Further, it was felt that the 
political, social, and educational climate of the period 
fostered a participatory approach to educational organiza¬ 
tion and change. 
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
The major purpose of this study was to analyze and 
evaluate the planned change involved in the establishment 
and development of a child care institution (the John E. 
Boyd Center for Child Care and Development) and to examine 
the role of administrator as "change agent" required to 
establish it. The methodology for this study was that of 
participant-observer, with the author as both observer and 
observed. Because of his role as conscious and active 
participant and change agent within a functioning organ¬ 
ism, the author used observation, reflection, and analysis 
in his role as participant/change agent. 
The following research questions were posed for 
examination and resolution: 
1. Did the author, as change agent, accomplish the 
stated goal of making the day care organization 
more responsive to the needs of the community? 
2. What were the manifestations of the change 
process? 
3. What was the nature of the change process? 
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4. How effective were the theoretical models 
employed when applied to an authoritarian 
structure? 
5. How effective were the theoretical models 
employed when applied to a voluntary agency? 
The first three of these questions will be answered in 
chapters four and five. A positive answer to question one 
will mean that as a direct result of the author's efforts 
the minority and immigrant communities in Fall River will 
have been proportionally represented in the client popu¬ 
lation of the day care center. Questions two and three 
will serve as guides for the entire discussion on chapter 
four and the analysis in chapter five. Questions four and 
five will provide some of the major underpinnings of 
chapter five. 
Rationale for Participant-Observation 
Field researchers have a diversity of research 
techniques available to them including participation 
observation. Powermaker maintains that ...the partici¬ 
pant observation method of which intensive interviewing is 
a part continues to be basic to meaningful field work, 
often in combination with other methods."1 Anthropolo¬ 
gists and sociologists have used field research techniques 
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for decades, while educators have only used these tech¬ 
niques occasionally. Wilson,2 Wolcott,3 D. Smith4 
5 
and Smith and Keith have documented how anthropologists 
can work in education and how educators can apply field 
research techniques to education. For example, a field 
study approach can be used to study school innovation, to 
determine the effectiveness of a school and its personnel, 
and to understand the function of schools in our society. 
Qualitative field methods are appropriate for some inves¬ 
tigations, but the particular problem under consideration 
should help determine the method. Qualitative field 
research methods should complement quantitative methods. 
7 
Homans has argued that researchers should not try to 
quantify everything; rather researchers should quantify 
that which is worth quantifying, if it can be done. The 
writer contends that adapting anthropological and socio¬ 
logical field research techniques is needed for the 
proposed investigation. 
Q 
The fundamental task, according to Lofland, is 
getting along in the setting where one is observing. The 
next skill is taking notes; brief notes are taken in the 
field as unobtrusively as possible. When the situation 
allows, a verbatim record of conversations is made. 
Data collection is very important, but the heart of 
field work is the analysis of data. The analysis of one s 
49 
notes begins early in the study and is a continuous 
activity. Glaser and Strauss9 give a complete theoreti¬ 
cal account for data gathering and analysis using theore¬ 
tical sampling and the constant comparative method for 
generating theory. Becker10 gives three stages of field 
analysis: "the selection and definition of problems, 
concepts, and indices; the check on the freguency and 
distribution of phenomena? and the incorporation of 
individual findings into a model of the organization under 
study." 
Whyte, Pelto,1^ Brandt and Bogdan1^ and 
14 
Taylor are among those researchers who give a detailed 
description of the techniques available to field research¬ 
ers. Participant observation and interviewing are the two 
mainstays. The researcher can examine personal documents 
and records, do informant interviewing, use checklists and 
rating scales, conduct structured interviews, use ques¬ 
tionnaires, and various psychological instruments. Thus, 
the participant observer is able to use a variety of 
techniques to gather data. In addition, through a number 
of approaches, the participant observer is able to check 
and recheck data which is essential for establishing the 
credibility of one's findings. 
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Participant-Observer Method in Present Study 
While the researcher was present for half of each 
work-week during the first three years of the study, and 
full-time during the last seven years. he recognized his 
inability to observe and take notes of everything. He 
therefore took account of the need to incorporate his 
notes and observations of as wide a range of activities as 
possible within a theoretical framework. As Lutz and 
Iannaccone explain: 
The conceptual framework through which the 
data are collected is essential to the obser¬ 
ver. As indicated earlier, the framework cannot 
be allowed to restrict the data. The framework 
should, in fact, tend to free the observation 
from the personal bias of the observer since it 
dictates the elements of behavior to be ob¬ 
served. It makes it possible for another 
observer to check the observations of the first 
since both are looking at the same elements.^ 
The conceptual framework for this author, both as 
participant and as researcher was a multiple one. Metho¬ 
dologically, the change process which was initiated in his 
role as administrator of the St. John's Day Nursery (under 
a specific charge from the clerical Board of Directors) 
16 
utilized Havelock's theory of change. This theory was 
selected to serve as a model for effecting organizational 
change within an ecclesiastical educational setting. It 
provided the model for the analysis of whatever change 
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might occur. In the role of administrator, charged with 
the task of making substantive change within this child 
care program, the author was guided by Havelock's outline 
of the change process as summarized here:17 
1. Diagram the organization in relation to its 
goals, norms, key subsystems, key people. 
2. With the diagram in mind, look for allies 
within and without. 
3. Build your own "expert power." Know your 
"innovation" inside and out — its 
strengths, weaknesses, and potential 
objections. Have answers for these objec¬ 
tions . 
4. Be persistent. 
5. See the situation from the adversary's 
point of view. Use this information to try 
to win him/her over, or to modify the 
innovation, especially where he/she is in a 
higher position than you. 
6. Develop a sense of timing and act strategi¬ 
cally. Only confront the opposition when 
other forces are working in your favor. 
7. Let others share the credit. 
Complementing Havelock's model as the theoretical 
foundation of this study was the earlier work on social 
management and organizational change of Kurt Lewin. Of 
particular influence to the author was Lewin1s analysis of 
the role of gatekeepers, gates, and social channels in 
organizational dynamics, and the importance of group 
decision in achieving change.1^ Lewin emphasized the 
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interaction between individual and group, and the impor¬ 
tance of an individual's participation in decision-making 
for affecting his identification with that decision and 
19 
therefore his behavior. 
The author's role was further modified and analyzed 
in accord with the Havelock model's four roles that the 
change agent can play: catalyst, solution giver, process 
helper, resource linker. 
The Havelock and Lewin models were selected for two 
major reasons. First, these theorists are concerned with 
organizational change through democratic, group partici¬ 
pation and process. This methodological and philosophical 
approach was a priority for the author, whose ultimate 
goal was the establishment of a democratically-run child 
care institution that would be capable of incorporating 
innovation and change in pedagogy and approach. It was 
important for the author, as both change agent and re¬ 
searcher, to provide an appropriate structural framework 
within which the desired change could both take place and 
be analyzed. 
Secondly, and of particular interest to the author as 
researcher, this project afforded an excellent opportunity 
to test the Havelock and Lewin theories in their applica¬ 
tion to settings other than the corporate ones for which 
they were designed. Specifically, the author wished to 
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test the applicability of the models to change within both 
an authoritarian and a voluntary agency setting. 
Serving as background within which the researcher 
conducted his study was the historical and theoretical 
framework of the larger child care movement in Europe and 
the U. S ., with special attention to the U.S. between 1960 
and 1980. Throughout the ten year period of the study — 
but particularly in the early years — the author read the 
entire available corpus of child care literature, consult¬ 
ed with educators, social service agencies, state agen¬ 
cies, and church officials. Of particular interest were 
the child care delivery systems in Massachusetts, both 
public and ecclesiastical. 
The author's role as participant-observer was maxi¬ 
mized in several important ways: (1) His position as 
Administrator/Director of the program under study gave him 
complete access to all documents, freedom to interview 
personnel, the ability to make notes in the presence of 
staff, and review all practices; (2) Both his charge to 
make sweeping changes if necessary, as well as the author¬ 
ity to close down the entire program if he judged this 
necessary were unknown to the staff, so that his presence 
was not immediately perceived as threatening; (3) The 
present study was similarly not revealed to the staff, so 
that there was no self-consciousness on the part of the 
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staff; (4) He had the freedom to be present at all meet 
ings and gatherings involving the Center. 
Procedure 
As participant observer the author played a dual role 
throughout the ten years of the study. Although his 
position as administrator gave the author freedom to take 
notes openly, the research was by and large conducted 
covertly because he perceived immediately upon assuming 
the administration of the program that the staff was 
suspicious and critical of his presence. They were 
visibly insecure about the implications for each of them 
and the new program of a new (male) director of the center. 
The author entered the St. John's Day Nursery as 
clerical Administrator/Director in 1970 with a title that 
had previously been divided between a clerical member of 
the Board of Directors functioning as casual overseer and 
a female religious teacher, who worked full-time in the 
program. The author was brought in to evaluate the 
program in terms of its financial viability and its 
original 1912 mandate to meet the child care needs of the 
community's immigrant populations. In meeting this 
charge, the author went from one to another of the roles 
specified by Havelock (see above) in a conscious, deliber- 
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ate fashion. However, in an important sense he functioned 
as a catalyst throughout the entire period of this study. 
Throughout the development of the program, from a 
small parochial day nursery, providing physical care and 
religious instruction to a well-attended mainstream day 
care center with a variety of specialized professional 
services, the author's guiding principle and goal was to 
institute a system of participatory democracy among the 
staff using his role as resource linker. 
Almost immediately it was apparent that this methodo¬ 
logy was a source of anxiety and suspicion to the reli¬ 
gious who were the personnel of the day nursery. The 
inherent contradiction became clear upon analysis of the 
response in the initial months devoted to investigation, 
observation, and suggestions by the author about initi¬ 
ating change. When the author offered the staff the 
opportunity to acquire professional credentials at the 
center's expense of time and money, every staff member 
passively, but effectively, resisted; none ever enrolled 
for a single course. When the author attempted to enlist 
the teachers in a discussion and analysis of the program 
and the greater opportunities beyond the day nursery walls 
(e.g., in government funding, new techniques, equipment, 
pedagogy) they mutely refused to participate in any way. 
Requests for financial records elicited ledgers with 
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crucial pages missing. Requests that fire regulations be 
obeyed led one teacher to sacrifice her job rather than 
close her classroom door. And an attempt to reduce the 
overwhelming number of religious pictures and statues in 
the classrooms and hallways was overtly resisted. 
The staff saw themselves as serving a religious 
purpose with this shrinking traditional Irish and French 
population. The author observed, after much study in the 
community, that they were, in fact, ignoring the greater 
needs of a much larger, needier immigrant population 
within the community. 
This was a rigidly authoritarian structure and 
system, and the introduction of a democratic process and 
suggestions for pedagogical reform by a resource linker 
was perceived as threatening. As a result of this initial 
period of observation, examination of church and nursery 
documents, and interaction with the staff, the author 
concluded that this was a frozen, dying institution, 
deliberately resisting change in the face of a dynamic 
nationwide revolution in day care. 
Throughout this early period the author tried being 
resource-linker, catalyst, and process-helper in turn. 
Finally, upon recognition of the authoritarian structure, 
and the resistance to change, he became the authoritarian 
role that matched the inherent authoritari- catalyst, a 
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anism of the organization. In this direct role the 
author-administrator went to social agencies, gathering 
needs assessments which verified his personal observations 
that there was a large, unserved population in the imme- 
. 21 
diate community. 
From the assumption of a more authoritarian role in 
June, 1970, until February, 1972, when a completely new 
staff had replaced the old, the author imposed changes 
from his position of power. Upon hiring a new director, a 
lay professional, the author once again tried to establish 
a model of participatory democracy as a guiding philo¬ 
sophy. In addition, the program was professionalized with 
the hiring of credentialed teachers; and consultants were 
hired for staff training. Throughout the remainder of the 
period of the study, the author functioned in various of 
the four roles of the Havelock model, as dictated by the 
ongoing analysis. A fuller discussion of the strategies, 
the intended change and the development of the Center will 
be found in Chapter IV. 
Techniques 
To seek information, the author used informal inter¬ 
views and questionnaires with individuals and groups in 
the Center and community (see appendix). In addition. 
58 
logs were kept throughout the period of the study. The 
author also employed questionnaires with members of the 
community. Needs assessment materials were obtained in 
collaboration with church and secular social agencies in 
the area. From all of the compiled material, the author 
produced a 100 page document of the history of the Center 
which will constitute an important portion of the data on 
which this study is based. 
The author's notes, logs, and questionnaires were 
examined within the conceptual frameworks of Lewin and 
Havelock outlined above. This examination encompassed 
both of the author's roles as administrator and as re- 
searcher, . In the former case, it was important to analyze 
and evaluate the ongoing dynamics within the organization 
and the administrative role appropriate to the immediate 
current situation, for purposes of adjusting strategies 
and goals. In the latter situation, it was necessary to 
reflect upon the dynamic situation to detect and under¬ 
stand patterns and directions, as well as to constantly 
validate the author's models. 
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CHAPTER I V 
THE CHANGE PROCESS: EVOLUTION OF THE 
JOHN C. BOYD CENTER FOR CHILD 
CARE AND DEVELOPMENT 
Introduction 
This narrative covers the period between March 1969 
and December 1978. During this time the John C. Boyd 
Center for Child Care and Development of Fall River, 
Massachusetts emerged as a nationally recognized modern 
day care center in the mainstream of the sweeping changes 
in early childhood education that were then taking place 
in the United States. ^ The change process that was 
employed to effect the evolution of this institution from 
a small, isolated and reclusive religious day nursery will 
be described. In particular, the role of change agent 
will be explored, using the theoretical models of Ronald 
G. Havelock and Kurt Lewin. The discussion will be 
divided into seven time periods which incorporate, but do 
not rigidly conform to, Havelock's six stages of educa¬ 
tional innovation, marking the change process and the 
change agent's activities. 
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I. March 1969-February 1970 
The charge and orientation 
In March 1969 the author, a priest, was introduced to 
the Board of Directors of the St. John's Day Nursery. The 
voluntary Board consisted of clerics of the Roman Catholic 
Church who constituted a voluntary supervisory Board 
overseeing the independent operation of a tiny nursery 
program that had been in existence since 1914. They 
functioned in a minimal way, meeting four times a year for 
an hour or two. Between the Board and staff, and report- 
ing to the Board, was an absentee "administrator " — a 
clerical overseer who also spent a minimal amount of time 
interacting with the staff and program. 
The day nursery, at this time, was serving a total of 
23 French and Irish working- and middle-class Catholic 
pre-school children with a staff of four lay teachers, 
none of whom had completed their training as a religious, 
a secretary, and a cook. None of the staff had had any 
college education or formal training in child care. One 
of the teachers had the title "teacher/director," and 
functioned marginally as an administrator. 
The total annual budget was less than $30,000, with 
the facility being donated by the Church. Half of the 
institution's physical space was not being utilized, and 
the program was primarily custodial, with the only educa- 
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tional component being religious. The program was solely 
church-supported, and was isolated from outside social 
service and educational institutions. 
Throughout New England and the rest of the country, 
st this time, there was a dramatic revolution taking place 
in early childhood education. Enormous sums of Federal 
money were going into day care education, educational and 
developmental theories abounded, day care staffs were 
becoming professionalized and specialized, and day care 
client populations were changing. Minority as well as 
middle- and upper-middle-class children were entering day 
care centers in numbers never seen before. 
The Board presented this researcher with the charge 
of evaluating the financial and programmatic viability of 
the program. Should it and could it continue to exist? 
Was the nursery meeting a community need? Between March 
1969 and February 1970, then, the author played the role 
of "friendly visitor" and observer, during which time he 
made his initial assessment of the program. A report was 
made to the Board which concluded that there was an 
important need in the Fall River community that was not 
being met — i.e., there were several new population 
groups, many of them immigrant, who were seeking day care 
services which were unavailable. The report stated that 
the St. John's Day Nursery, as presently constituted, was 
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incapable of meeting these needs, and indeed questioned 
whether the school was even adequately serving the educa¬ 
tional and social needs of its current nursery popula¬ 
tion. Further, the author concluded, the nursery program 
could be overhauled to provide a needed service to the 
community. In conclusion, then, it was recommended that 
the program remain, but undergo the necessary changes. As 
a result, the Board appointed this researcher to the 
half-time post of Administrator-Director of the day 
nursery in February 1970, with the authority to make 
appropriate changes. He was, in effect, a change agent by 
designation. 
II. February 1970-July 1970 
Theoretical framework: 
The author brought to the task of instituting change 
the theoretical and philosophical framework of Ronald G. 
Havelock and Kurt Lewin. That meant, primarily, that he 
approached his charge as change agent with Havelock's six 
primary goals in mind. 
1. The author was conscious of the process of change 
and the attitudes, values, and behaviors that act to 
impede and facilitate the progress of change. 
2. The author was prepared to identify those in the 
system who would be innovators and those who would resist 
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change. This, in large part, would involve the roles that 
would be played by the client populations involved — in 
this case the Board, the community and the day nursery 
staff. In Lewin's terminology these would be the "lead¬ 
ers," "influencers," "gatekeepers," "resisters" — i.e., 
those who could be looked to to facilitate change and 
those who would try to block it. 
3. The author was aware of the need to develop and 
maintain a high level of awareness of new trends, theo¬ 
ries, and practices in the field of early education. 
4. The author was determined to foster diversity 
among his staff, encourage dialogue, and promote a demo¬ 
cratic administrative structure within the system. 
5. The author was aware of this institution as an 
organic subsystem in the community, and viewed educational 
and organizational change as systemic. 
6. The author was aware that his task would involve 
developing and recruiting staff members with capabilities 
as "process helpers," "resource linkers," innovators, 
evaluators. This would be vital in the important goal of 
building the internal self-renewal capability of the staff 
and the organization. Along with Havelock, the author 
held the value that experimentation and innovation should 
come to be accepted as desirable, and as a "norm" in the 
system. The following section will detail the first step 
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in the process of initiating change within the Fall River 
daY care center. The author initiated this change in 
accordance with Havelock's six—stage organizational change 
process. 
Stage 1: "Building a Relationship" 
As noted by Havelock, the first step in the change 
process is for the change agent to "build a relationship" 
with the client. In this study, there was a dual primary 
client — i.e., the Board and the staff. The author's 
relationship with the Board was established through the 
Board's acceptance of his analysis, his appointment as 
Administrator-Director, and with their approval of his 
early recommendations. 
The task of building a relationship with the staff of 
the nursery was far more problematic. Coming in in a 
position of authority, he was seen from all angles as a 
threat. The author was a cleric; the staff were lay. He 
was male; they were female. He was young; they were 
older. He was educated; they were not. He came from an 
upper—middle—class background; they were working-class. 
He came from a different city; they were natives of the 
community. Even though he was a cleric, his philosophical 
perspective was that the Church was very broad; their view 
was that it was narrow, rigid, and parochial. 
The author's attempts to establish a working rela¬ 
tionship with the staff were thwarted from the beginning, 
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because his mere presence was (correctly) seen as a threat 
to the status quo in which they were personally and 
professionally strongly invested. The staff was already 
aware of the Board s concern about the viability of the 
program, and had uniformly taken an obstructionist posi¬ 
tion in relation to any change, however minor, or to 
providing any information or material that could possibly 
facilitate any such change. Despite their grudging 
acknowledgement that change was probably necessary to the 
program s survival they were fearful of it and determined 
to block it. 
Therefore, when the author proceeded to ask questions 
about the program for the purpose of building a relation¬ 
ship as well as gathering data, he was actively resisted. 
When he asked for budget information he was shown a ledger 
with missing pages. When he requested programmatic 
information he was unable to obtain anything in writing, 
and was told as little as possible. 
In the face of this frontal resistance to change, the 
author decided to adopt the Havelockian role of catalyst. 
As Havelock points out, this role is assumed when change 
is resisted. "Most of the time, most people do not want 
change; they want to keep things the way they are. even 
when outsiders know that change is required. For that 
reason some change agents are needed to overcome this 
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inertia, to prod and pressure the system to be less 
complacent and to start working on its serious prob- 
3 
lemsIt is in this context that the role of catalyst 
is best employed to upset the status quo by expressing 
dissatisfaction and "stirring things up." The author 
played this role by merely intensifying his questioning 
and making his presence more visible. He called weekly 
staff meetings in an attempt to engage the staff in a 
dialogue, and as participants, albeit reluctant, in the 
change process. He particularly sought to elicit com¬ 
plaints so as to enable the staff to become actively 
engaged with him in a mutual process rather than remaining 
aloof and passively obstructionist. The author would ask 
such questions as: why did the children all nap for two 
and a half hours every afternoon? What would happen if 
the three year olds took a shorter nap, the four year olds 
merely rested for a while, and the five year olds were 
involved in an activity? Tentatively, the author pointed 
out the variation in developmental stages. The response 
to these questions and comments was that more staff would 
be needed if such changes were made. 
What soon became apparent, however, was that so long 
as the new administrator was going to directly involve 
himself in the day-to-day operation of the nursery, he 
would be "stonewalled" and feared. The staff took a 
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proprietary view of the day nursery that did not include 
the "outside" scrutiny or involvement of any type of 
(male) authority. Board or administrator. They did not 
answer his questions, nor did they raise any objections in 
his presence. 
Because of the continued monolithic nature of the 
resistance by the staff, the author, at this point, 
reasoned that he would have to adopt a more active role in 
order to set the change process in motion. This analysis 
suggested the role of process-helper, which involved the 
author's determination of an overall pattern and strategy 
for change, and then an active attempt to bring the staff 
4 . . 
into this process. Specifically, he decided to expose 
the staff to the field of early childhood development in 
as simple, basic, and non-threatening a way as possible. 
His strategy involved taking himself, as the symbol of a 
threatening authority figure, out of this staff devel¬ 
opment activity. Instead, he informed the staff of 
three- and four-session courses (for no credit) that were 
being offered to day care workers by the Massachusetts 
Department of Public Health in child development and child 
psychology, and strongly urged them to enroll. He knew 
these to be fairly simple and straightforward presenta¬ 
tions that should not be formidable to participants. He 
also offered the staff time off with pay to attend these 
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classes. None of the staff, however, ever accepted these 
suggestions. 
Stage 2: "Diagnosis" 
The author's researches within and without the St. 
John's Day Nursery program led him to conclude that the 
entire staff were "resisters" because of their isolation, 
parochialism, or ignorance. This group of middle-aged 
Irish and French Catholic women were representative of the 
Fall River community from which they had come — where in 
1976 the average educational level completed was grade 
7.2^ and where, in 1983, 50% of the population were high 
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school drop-outs. Most of the staff had never left 
Fall River and the surrounding area, and their knowledge 
of early childhood development, as demonstrated in staff 
meeting exchanges (see above) was uniformly unsophisti¬ 
cated. Children were forced to nap, have all their food 
served in bite-sized pieces, use crayons only (no paints) 
and go to open toilets that afforded no privacy — all 
because "it would be too messy," or "we would need more 
staff to do it that way." They were clearly not going to 
embark on a journey of professional self-exploration 
simply because of the author's prodding in the background 
role as catalyst. He therefore proceeded to perceive his 
role of process-helper as one in which he had to develop a 
long-range strategy and proceed currently to the more 
active and intrusive Havelockian roles. 
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He decided to adopt the role of resource-1inker, 
reasoning that exposure to a broader perspective would 
help to dispel the staff's suspicion and fear, so that he 
could proceed with his plan to professionalize and demo¬ 
cratize the program. Accordingly he began to provide the 
staff, through the teacher-director, with information 
about courses, workshops, and seminars, making it clear 
that the nursery would pay for this professional education 
and allow the time off as well. In order to exemplify the 
democratization that he was attempting to institutional¬ 
ize, the author made it clear that enrollment was desir¬ 
able, but voluntary. Again he described his concept of 
democratization of the center, while actively soliciting 
program suggestions from the staff. Such suggestions were 
never forthcoming. To reinforce the concept of a broader, 
more open, "participatory" structure, he slowly began 
introducing resource people into the program. One of 
these was an elderly, slightly retarded woman from a local 
senior citizens' program, who responded to the author s 
request, at a staff meeting, for suggestions and criti¬ 
cisms. She vehemently attacked the center's practice of 
making children use toilets that were open to view, 
insisting that even young children needed privacy while 
toileting. The author (who was in full agreement) saw 
that the practice was quickly changed, with curtains being 
placed on bathroom stalls. 
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However, as the weeks and months began to pass 
without any changes being adopted — e.g., not one staff 
member enrolled in a course — the author reflected upon 
his earlier tentative diagnosis. He realized that he had 
been somewhat naive about the depth of the resistance. In 
examining the situation from his theoretical perspective, 
the author found that there were no "listeners" — i.e., 
people who would be open to innovation and function as a 
channel for change. 
The author determined that the teacher-director was 
the prime "gatekeeper," who was going to afford him the 
most limited access. When he provided her with data about 
courses and workshops for the staff to consider enrolling 
in, she never passed this information along. It was 
another of the teachers, however, who functioned as the 
"traditionalist," the real (informal) authority to whom 
the rest look for guidance. It was she who, when asked by 
the author to order fresh fruit and nuts, rather than 
cookies and other sugared snacks, took it upon herself to 
declare that the wholesaler didn't carry this merchandise 
(a statement that proved to be untrue). Another active 
"resister" was the cook, who was in the strategic position 
of answering the phone, and in this way had control of 
communication into the nursery. Typically, she would not 
to the author from community agencies, pass along messages 
73 
colleges, and other sources who were calling about work¬ 
shops, courses, and other resources until they were too 
late to be useful. 
As it was bound to, the role of resource-linker 
failed as had the previous attempts to introduce change 
into this frozen, rigid institution. Finally, the author 
became more direct and assertive and, as solution-giver, 
made apparent to the staff the Board mandate for change 
and the outlined direction in which this change was to 
progress. There were still, at this point, no directives 
given and no coercion employed. The pressure exerted by 
the solution-giver is indirect, though pointed. This role 
is intended to move change along in the desired direction 
by involving an awareness and sensitivity to clients' 
needs, fears, and self-interest. In this case, the author 
attempted to point out the personal benefits to the staff 
of advancing their professionalization, as well as the 
advantage to the children and the community of expanding 
membership and modernizing the program. In addition, he 
brought resource people directly into the center in 
increasingly greater numbers after the staff's refusal to 
avail themselves of the opportunity to take courses in 
early childhood development. Among others, the Director 
of Public Health for the state of Massachusetts and the 
director of the child care program at Bristol Community 
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College made presentations to the center staff in which 
they explained how staff members could acquire the certi¬ 
fication that would allow them to continue to work in the 
day care center after it became licensed. 
The response of the staff, unfortunately, was con¬ 
tinued antagonism. They felt that it was imperative, and 
sufficient, for the children to be imbued with Catholic 
symbolism and dogma from the earliest age. Although they 
were aware that there was a problem, indeed, that the 
survival of the Center was at issue, they could not draw 
back from their fearful resistance and narrow view of 
early childhood education. 
Ill. July 1970-January 1971 
Adoption of new role: 
As a concluding step in his diagnosis, the author 
carefully reviewed the change process to date. The staff 
refused to engage directly with the author in staff 
meetings, individual meetings, or informally, in a mean¬ 
ingful dialogue regarding their reservations about the 
proposed changes or the author's role in the program. 
Instead they clung fast to traditional practices wherever 
they could. They continued to withhold information about 
the operation of the center, or they provided false 
The staff unilaterally refused to enroll in information. 
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classes, even though these were fully paid for and could 
be attended during paid working hours. He established 
that the systematic assumption of the standard Havelockian 
roles was not yielding any measurable success, and hypo¬ 
thesized that the probable explanation lay in the nature 
of his clientele i.e., in the fact that the staff was 
superimposing an authoritarian structure on the program, 
contrasting sharply with the cursory involvement of his 
voluntary Board. 
Because of this peculiar combination the author, at 
this point, diverged somewhat from the traditional Have¬ 
lockian pattern and consciously assumed a new — ad hoc — 
authoritarian-catalyst type of role. That is, the author 
continued to "stir things up," but with less ambiguity 
about where the initiative for instituting change lay. In 
fact, two roles became combined for the next six month 
period, as the author simultaneously became an active 
resource-linker as well. 
Stage 3: Acquiring Relevant Resources 
During weekly staff meetings at this time, the 
author-administrator detailed the direction, as well as 
the specific elements, of change. For example, the staff 
was informed that specific public licenses would be sought 
for the day care center which would involve physical 
changes to the building as well as changes in the program. 
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After receiving the Board's approval for the pro¬ 
jected expansion and "mainstreaming" of the program, the 
author began to meet with officials from the State Depart¬ 
ments of Public Health, Social Security, Mental Health and 
Public Welfare, and the U.S. Department of Health, Educa¬ 
tion and Welfare. He determined that the Center would 
have to get into the whole bureaucratic licensing system 
to be eligible for funds and approval for expansion of 
services into the poor immigrant community in which the 
Center was located. 
The author opened the facility to inspection by the 
licensing authorities, and began overseeing the implemen¬ 
tation of required changes. At the same time, he began 
investigating various early child care programs and 
theories in the community colleges, colleges, and univer¬ 
sities. He soon required that the staff acquire appropri¬ 
ate credentials as indicated by the licensing agencies. 
As enrollment in courses became mandatory, the teach¬ 
er-director resigned from her position unwilling to adjust 
to the changes being instituted. She was replaced by a 
new (male) teacher-director, the first staff person 
directly chosen by the author. He was a young Navy 
veteran and an athlete, with a degree in sociology and 
education. He brought to the program a broader, more 
current perspective. 
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The author's usual modus operandi was to seek advice 
from various quarters and to open the Center up to various 
program possibilities and directions. This involved 
bringing in experts in the fields of finance and nutri¬ 
tion, as well as in education. A general direction only, 
rather than a specific philosophy, had been developed at 
this point, and the author was consulting with experts in 
the various fields to help shape a specific orientation 
for the program. 
Amidst all of the activity and excitement of ques¬ 
tioning and change, with resource people, such as licens¬ 
ing agents from the departments of Public Health and 
Public Welfare, and educators from nearby colleges, 
community colleges, and day care programs, coming to 
consult at the Center, the staff held firm. They remained 
"gatekeepers" and blockers. Reluctantly they began to get 
involved, but only tentatively. If a vaccination paper 
was requested, that paper was not produced. If a high 
school transcript was required for enrollment in a creden- 
tialing course, it was not forthcoming. 
By the Fall of 1970 federal Title IV funds began 
arriving, as did the first wave of new children. Many of 
these students were Black, Hispanic, and Portuguese 
immigrants who were either welfare recipients or earning 
less than 115% of the median income of the state of 
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Massachusetts. Because of the state bureaucratic struc¬ 
ture for child care services at this time, the Center 
became, under contractual agreement, the authority for the 
administration of services to children under their charge, 
as well as the arbiters of who, in fact, was admitted into 
the program through welfare. In short, the Center sud¬ 
denly took on a new, quasi-public bureaucratic function as 
well as a larger administrative role. 
IV. January 1971-September 1972 
Stage 4: "Choosing the Solution" 
Instituting change: 
Based on preliminary resource-linking, and an ongoing 
diagnosis, the author charted a direction, rather than a 
"solution." As authoritarian-catalyst he had set in 
motion a process that was intended to evolve into a 
coherent programmatic form, as opposed to imposing a 
solution by fiat. The author was mindful of his anomalous 
position as authority figure attempting to institute a 
democratic structure and process in the face of resistance. 
Early in 1971 the author hired Fran Shea as Associate 
Director, a position on a line with his own. Ms. Shea 
replaced the male director, who remained in the Center as 
an effective teacher. Ms. Shea was hired as Associate 
Director, with authority equal to, and to be shared with, 
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the author. Policy was made jointly and would have 
included staff participation as well, had the staff been 
willing. Programmatic and emergency decisions were made 
with her jointly, or by whichever of the two was on hand. 
Ms. Shea was a dynamic, experienced educator from Cali¬ 
fornia who had worked with migrants and in the Chicano 
movement. Briefly, she provided a partial bridge to the 
resistant staff. As a middle-aged married woman and 
mother she was able to communicate with the staff. They 
gave her a small measure of trust in that they listened to 
her when she discussed the need for changes in the pro¬ 
gram, and they voiced their fears to her. Their ultimate 
cooperation and trust were never forthcoming, however. 
Her role was that of solut ion-gi ver. She would state the 
problem(s) for the staff, and offer the direction for 
solving it. The staff was willing to acknowledge that the 
Center had problems — the concern they could accept most 
easily was about financial viability — and they were able 
to discuss with Ms. Shea the issues she raised. However, 
they never, in fact, acted on the solutions she proposed. 
They never enrolled in credentialing courses, or carried 
programmatic innovations except half-heartedly, and in the 
physical presence of Ms. Shea. 
By late 1971 a second new teacher was hired, a young 
woman with a Associate degree, who was also attending 
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school part-time in a B.A. program. She came from the 
community, as did the "old" staff, but was viewed by them 
as a "traitor" because of her "higher" educational aspira¬ 
tions . 
From this point on the staff's relationship to the 
author began to become more positive. That is, as new 
staff began to balance, and later outweigh, the old, they 
each, in turn, became both "listeners" and "influencers" 
for change. Often, for example, teachers would bring in 
resource people from their respective area colleges 
e.g., puppeteers, musicians, experts in children's games 
— to do presentations. By late 1972 the staff consisted 
of Fran Shea and the author as co-administrators, three 
new teachers, two old teachers, a new secretary, new cook, 
and new assistant cook. The Center was subsidizing 
courses for staff at area colleges, and the state univer¬ 
sity toward A.A., B.A., B.S., M.S., and M.A. degrees in 
order to upgrade staff, as well as to prepare them for 
credentialing.7 
Stage 5: "Gaining Acceptance" 
With the change in the balance among staff, the 
author and Fran Shea were able to effectively assume the 
roles of resource-linker and solution-giver, respec¬ 
tively. Because of his position as an appointee of the 
he knew the community, the author. Board, and because 
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rather than Fran Shea, was dealing with the Board, outside 
agencies, community people, and resources. He was respon¬ 
sible for budgets and other administrative matters, 
including the ultimate definition of the program. Ms. 
Shea's focus, on the other hand, was internal. Because of 
her experience with staffs and programs, she provided the 
glue — the cohesion — for a program and structure in 
flux. Her role as solut ion-giver was played out largely 
in individual situations. She was pragmatic rather than 
architectural. With the remaining former staff, she 
attempted to provide a bridge. But they were essentially 
always unwilling to cross the bridge, and hence never 
became incorporated into the solution. Nevertheless, much 
excitement was generated by the end of 1971, and the 
democratization of the Center administration had begun to 
take hold. Staff members were participating in the change 
process, making suggestions and asking questions as a 
pedagogical direction was being forged. Before program 
actions could be undertaken a concensus of the staff had 
to be reached. For example, in searching for a suitable 
programmatic educational model i.e., from the trial of 
a modified British Infant School, to the temporary adop¬ 
tion of a New Nursery School model, to final implementa¬ 
tion of the ANISA model — the staff was involved totally 
in the decision to try, adopt, or reject each program 
change. 
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With an overall commitment to a democratic structure 
the staff was developing an expanded program, offering 
comprehensive services within a framework yet to be 
specified, but already clearly within the current national 
mainstream in day care theory and practice. Where before 
there had been monthly meetings which the original staff 
had felt as an intrusion there were now daily meetings in 
which new staff were creating programmatic innovations and 
additions. Many of these programs expanded into the 
community where there was soon a regular pattern of daily 
trips to resources in the community, often as far as an 
hour and a half distant — e.g., to the aquarium in 
Mystic, Conn. An integral part of this expansion was the 
use of parents and relatives as resource people — e.g., 
to participate in an ethnic heritage program, or to 
provide a farm for these city children to visit and learn 
about farm operations, and agriculture. In this way, and 
at this time, the staff were also functioning as 
resource-linkers, and as part of the change process. They 
were change agents. As the author—administrator offi¬ 
cially" sought pedagogical models, so too did the rest of 
the staff. Philosophical decisions, too, were being made 
collaboratively in a total group, with consensus being the 
guiding method of decision-making. As articulated in a 
well-known study of the day by the National Council of 
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Jewish Women, the Center staff was committed to general 
expansion of day care services. This meant providing 
service for longer hours every day of the week, localizing 
services in neighborhoods with social, educational, 
psychological, and nutritional programs tailored to the 
specific needs of the socio-economic populations being 
served. Professionalized services were to be extended to 
infants and toddlers, bilingual and handicapped children. 
Care was to be comprehensive, relevant to the given 
population, and available to all families across income 
lines. In addition, training was to be extended for 
professionals and non-professionals, including parents, 
and parents were expected to play a generally more active 
role in the Center, in both a volunteer, advisory, and 
governing capacity. 
Within the general framework outlined above, then, 
the change process was pragmatic, evolutionary, and 
organic. Changes were made in response to specific needs, 
and each of these steps implied the next. For example, 
the decision to serve the surrounding community of poor 
and immigrant Portuguese children entailed 
specific educational, social, and nutritional 
Choosing to serve this population, then, 
the need for Federal funding, 
minority 
providing 
services. 
entailed 
public licensing, The development 
which necessitated 
of the ultimate 
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program proceeded in this fashion, up to the point, in 
1973, when a definite model American National Institute 
for Social Advancement (ANISA) was chosen. From 1971 on, 
the decisions and steps taken involved the participation 
of staff and, soon afterwards, parents and community 
members as well. Parents were now being sought as re- 
sources for their skills and knowledge. Subsequently, 
they became volunteers in the program. Soon afterward, 
because of the programmatic expansion that was taking 
place, money became a problem, and parents formed a 
funding group to raise money for trips and other program¬ 
matic ventures. Eventually the funding group evolved into 
an advisory board. At the same time there were program¬ 
matic offshoots involving some parents — e.g., a single 
parents' support group. 
The solution to most problems or needs, at this point 
in the new Center's history was usually a question of 
finding the relevant resource. The general direction in 
which the Center had to go in order to be viable and meet 
an existing community need was presented to the Board as a 
series of particular and inevitable steps in a partially 
predictable, but in many ways unspecified, direction. The 
Board expressed cautious approval, pleading only that the 
change be measured, rather that rapid and revolutionary. 
With the general direction of change charted, the 
task, between mid-1971 and late 1972, became one of 
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finding the specific educational methodology and philo¬ 
sophy most suited to this Center's needs. Much investi¬ 
gation took place amidst great staff enthusiasm, stimula¬ 
tion, and open-mindedness. Experts from various schools 
were consulted to examine the program and make recommenda¬ 
tions, or were sought out in their own professional 
quarters. For example, the Director of Child Care Studies 
at the Bristol Community college was asked to look at the 
program. Similarly, a licensing agent of the Commonwealth 
inspected the facility. The author went to consult with 
the new chairman of the Department of Education at South¬ 
ern Massachusetts University to learn about the early 
childhood project he had conducted in New York City. 
Some programs were rejected as being too extreme in 
philosophy, as for example at the Bristol Community 
College, which was felt to be too pathology-oriented. At 
the same time, the author was examining all the current 
and relevant literature. Different approaches were being 
considered — e.g., a modified British Infant School, or 
the New Nursery Program. Concurrently, representatives of 
the new national credentialing organization, the "Child 
Development Associate Program," were brought in to study 
the program and make recommendations for licensing the 
staff. 
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By the Pall of 1972 the last of the old staff had 
left, and the student population had undergone a basic 
socioeconomic shift. The day had become extended to 11 
hours, from 6:30 A.M. to 5:30 P.M., and all new staff had 
earned, or come in with, advanced degrees in early child¬ 
hood education. They were characteristically young, 
liberal, and experimental in outlook. 
By the end of 1972 major physical changes had been 
made to the facility as well. Bathrooms were renovated, 
^ith all the old fixtures replaced by child—size eguip— 
ment. Curtains and/or doors were put on all toilets, 
which had previously been open stalls. New stoves, 
refrigerators, and freezers were purchased, and the entire 
Center was renovated. 
V. September 1972-April 1974 
The end of 1972 was marked by a direct association 
with the ANISA program (American National Institutes for 
Social Advancement) at the University of Massachusetts in 
Amherst. The comprehensiveness of this program involved 
an expansion and specialization of staff, and a cohesive¬ 
ness that was now possible with a younger, more profes¬ 
sional staff. The nature of the ANISA program implied a 
democratic, organic, non-hierarchical structure, in which 
the entire staff functioned as change agents. 
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The ANISA program was based on the concept that 
education was a process by which human potential is 
released or developed. The program was "compensatory," 
focusing on culturally-based deficits in "disadvantaged" 
youngsters. It was a program, however, that could be 
applied to middle-class populations as well, the differ¬ 
ence being methods of handling discipline, the involvement 
of home and community, and curriculum development. 
The staffing structure had at its center the Master 
Teacher. This role was potentially self-sufficient, but 
was greatly enhanced by a number of supportive other 
roles. Any "complete" program will have more than one 
Master Teacher, each handling different curriculum areas, 
in addition to the following supportive roles: 
Diagnostician and evaluation specialist 
Curriculum and programming specialist 
Psycholinguistic specialist 
Communication theorist/media specialist 
Multi-arts specialist 
Family-community-school liaison worker 
Specialist(s) in culturally derived learning disorders 
Health specialist 
Teacher(s) and teacher aide(s) 
Program administrator(s) 
Office staff 
The Center spent $100,000 on the ANISA training 
program which was intensive, covering forty-five basic 
areas (see appendix for complete list), which included 
these broad areas: cognition, learning process, emotions 
involved in the learning process, the relation of culture 
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and learning, the nature of compensatory education, 
curriculum development, race relations. The training for 
each of the different roles involved courses in a selected 
combination of some, but not all, of the forty-five areas 
of training. The basic criteria for staff were stamina 
and social idealism. There was an emphasis on competence 
in each of the various roles. 
The changes taking place in the Center included 
greater involvement of parents, both as members of the 
advisory board and on various committees. In addition, 
there were extensive staff workshops as well as involve¬ 
ment of outside professionals, both informally and as 
consultants. An Education professor from Rhode Island 
College, for example, spent four full days a week for an 
entire year working at the Center. Once a month the ANISA 
staff from the University of Massachusetts at Amherst 
provided two-day workshops (from 9 A.M. to 9 P.M.) at the 
Center, during which time an entire substitute staff was 
brought in to staff the Center temporarily. Student 
teachers were placed at the Center from Roger Williams 
College, Southern Massachusetts University, Salve Regina 
College, and the University of Massachusetts, Amherst. 
Stage 6: "Stabilization and Self-Renewal11 
From the period between January 1973 and April 1974, 
the program approached its peak of functioning. with all 
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elements in harmony. A comprehensive, professional 
program was in place (ANISA), with a complete specialized 
staff-client totally identified with the program and 
change process, a community-consumer-client actively 
involved with the Center and supportive of its goals, and 
the Board-client still supportive, though becoming res¬ 
tive. The staff and administration, at this time, parti¬ 
cipated in numerous national and international conferences 
on day care — e.g., the widely acclaimed "World Assembly 
for the Education of The Young Child" in Bonn, Germany, 
and conference in Caracus, Venezuela. 
VI. April 1974-July 1976 
As the program neared the height of intensity, 
activity, and participation with the adoption of the ANISA 
model forcing rapid and dramatic change in the structure 
and appearance of the day care program, the Board also 
began undergoing radical change. Although the author was 
keeping the Board informed of each new change in the 
program, inviting them to attend meetings, observe aspects 
of the program, and participate in functional deci¬ 
sion-making, they remained remote and uninvolved. As a 
voluntary Board they saw their participatory role as 
minimal, although they viewed their veto power as absolute. 
From the beginning of January 1973 the new, conserva¬ 
tive bishop in the diocese began to change the composition 
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of the Board, replacing the more liberal, open-minded 
members with more traditional priests. As a result, 
during the latter part of 1973, the Board began to ques¬ 
tion the direction the program was taking. 
In 1974, the new model was fully operational and the 
program was drawing attention and publicity all around the 
country. The Board became alarmed and bewildered by the 
scope of the services encompassed in the program, and by 
-its being in the public eye. When the publicity resulted 
in pressure for admission to the program being put direct¬ 
ly on the Board by wealthy citizens of Fall River (al¬ 
though their children were, in fact, ineligible under the 
guidelines), their confusion turned into antagonism. This 
was no longer the original client Board seeking to insti¬ 
tute change. It was the "same" client in structure and 
name only. From 1974 on the Board became "resisters" and 
the (new) staff were the "listeners." The staff had 
become the change agents and the Board the blockers of 
change . 
At the same time that the Board began to question the 
philosophy of the program, the program was becoming even 
more comprehensive and ambitious in scope. Outreach 
programs were instituted — e.g., contracting with the 
local Council on Alcoholism — to provide reciprocal 
referral services. The program was now regularly provid- 
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ing such crucial auxiliary services to the parents of its 
students. 
The Center was also, for example, offering parents 
role-model" programs — i.e., the opportunity to observe 
their children interacting with teachers and other chil¬ 
dren, and to discuss how problem behavior should be 
handled by parents. 
By the end of 1974 the Board was seriously question¬ 
ing, and challenging, the fundamental nature of the 
program, and indirectly suggesting that the pedagogical 
model chosen was adopted without their knowledge, despite 
the fact that the author had kept them informed at every 
stage. 
At this juncture it could be said that the role of 
resource-linker (and briefly as solution-giver), which the 
author adopted with the Board, was as ineffectual with 
this newly constituted Board as it had been with the 
original staff. For example, all Board members were 
invited — both directly, and by written invitation — to 
attend all training workshops and policy planning ses¬ 
sions, and were sent post-activity reports as well. Yet, 
none ever participated or acknowledged these communica¬ 
tions . 
By the end of 1974 the Board was totally alienated 
from the program and communicated their hostility to the 
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bishop, who announced that if the program at the Center 
was not in keeping with Roman Catholic tradition the Board 
should close it down. With this order from the bishop, 
the Board confronted the author-administrator with its 
decision to fire one of the teachers (on the pretext that 
his having been married in the Episcopal church made him 
unfit for his teaching post). The author refused to 
comply, maintaining that this issue was irrelevant to the 
education of three-year-olds. 
The Board ceased, at this point, to be considered a 
client in any meaningful way, and had become an active 
antagonist — far more threatening to the program, and 
hence to the change process, than the original staff had 
been. They were not merely seeking to halt change; they 
were attempting to roll it back entirely. 
The Board gave the directive to close the Center at 
the end of December, 1974. The author, as administrator, 
conveyed the directive to the advisory board, who attempt¬ 
ed to meet with the Board to negotiate the conflicts that 
existed between them. The Board refused to meet and the 
Center refused to close the program. The stalemate which 
was created was short-lived when the Board proceeded to 
lock the gates of the premises on which the Center was 
housed. This precipitous action impelled the Center to 
the Board, and the matter was taken to the local sue 
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District court, which ordered the Board to remove the 
locks and allow the Center to remain on the premises. 
From this point on the Board ceased to be a part of 
the program, remaining involved only as landlord of the 
physical facility, and hence was no longer client, reluc¬ 
tant or otherwise, of a change process. The position of 
Board-client shifted immediately to the Center advisory 
board which, in April 1975, became, in effect, the govern¬ 
ing Board of Directors. Through the end of this study, in 
1978, the new Board was as much a part of the change 
process as was the Center staff and administration. All 
were acting as resource-linkers as, in concert, they 
sought to find new physical facilities and, at the same 
time, guide the program to its optimal level of func- 
tioning. 
VII. July 1976-December 1978 
Between 1976 and 1977 the program was relocated at 
three new temporary sites, while the new, now official, 
Board of Directors became involved in an extensive capital 
fund-raising drive. Upon vacating the church premises, 
the Center changed its name from the St. John's Day 
Nursery to the Center for Child Care and Development. 
Ground was broken in early 1978 and the new building, 
constructed in careful conformity with the programmatic 
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requirements inherent in the ANISA philosophy,10 was 
completed and opened in December 1978. When the Center 
entered its new, permanent home, it was renamed the John 
E. Boyd Center. 
From the moment the original governing board was 
replaced by the former advisory board, the program 
achieved a status that it had never enjoyed before, that 
is, an organization at the peak of its functioning, with a 
well-defined program and all "clients" of the change agent 
(board, staff and consumer population) in harmony with the 
direction and nature of the program. By 1977, the program 
budget reached its peak at more than $300,000, with 125 
children in the Center. The program was functioning 
eleven hours a day, five days a week, fifty-two weeks a 
year. Staff, administration, and Board of Directors were 
all essentially resource-linkers insofar as change and the 
change process were an integral part of the ANISA philo¬ 
sophy and model. The mechanisms for resolving conflict 
were built into the structure of the program and did not, 
any longer, involve bringing into question the nature or 
rationale of the program itself. Change, from 1976 on, 
was a means of maintaining a comprehensive, well-articu¬ 
lated structure, rather than a process for replacing one 
program with another. 
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS 
Introduction 
In this chapter the course of the ten year organiza¬ 
tional change process that is the subject of this study 
will be briefly summarized and analyzed, with reference to 
the theoretical models which provided the foundation for 
the author's research. The first section will specifi¬ 
cally summarize the progress of the author's activity, and 
the modification of his role in response to conflict — 
especially staff, and later board, resistance. Secondly, 
the Havelock and Lewin theoretical models of change which 
the author followed will be outlined. In the third 
section, the change process that took place in the Fall 
River day care center will be analyzed within the Have- 
lock-Lewin framework. Finally, the author will refer back 
to the research questions which guided this study and 
conclude that the day care center met the original board 
mandate of becoming more responsive to the needs of the 
community, and that the theoretical models employed were 
effective in producing the desired changes. The Havelock 
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and Lewin models were found to be flexible enough to 
encompass the specific problems posed by an authoritarian 
structure within a voluntary agency. The study concludes 
with a word about the current status of the day care 
center. 
I. Outline of Change Process 
1. The author as consultant is brought in by the Board 
to evaluate the nursery program. 
In March 1969 the clerical Board of Directors of the 
Roman Catholic Church-sponsored St. John's Day Nursery in 
Fall River, Massachusetts asked the author of this study 
(also a priest) to assess the viability of this pre-school 
program. From March 1969 until February 1970 the author 
assumed the role of "visitor" or "observer" at the nur¬ 
sery. His observations led him to conclude that there was 
significant need in the community for a day care program 
which the existing structure of the nursery was unable to 
meet. He reported that there was a large underserved 
low-income minority and immigrant population in the 
community who needed day care services but were not 
represented in the day nursery. He further questioned the 
value of the program itself as it was presently consti¬ 
tuted, even for the clientele it was serving. The struc- 
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ture and program content were rigid, inappropriate, and 
parochial in the face of current developmental and educa¬ 
tional theory, he concluded. The Board accepted his 
analysis and authorized him to assume the position of 
administrator of the program and make the requisite 
changes. 
2. The author-administrator enters the organization as 
change agent. 
With the sanction of the Board, the author entered 
the day nursery in February 1970 as administrator and 
change agent. Based on his previous observation he knew 
that he would have to reorient and retrain an insular, 
parochial, unsophisticated, and unprofessional staff who 
had an emotional and religious investment in the status 
quo — i.e., in a small custodial nursery program that 
served twenty—three French and Irish children and used 
religious indoctrination as its major educational mode and 
objective. 
3 # The author adopts each Havelockian change agent—role 
with no perceptible response. 
The author, as administrator, assumed first the role 
of resource-linker, in an attempt to evoke interest and 
When this had no identification with the change process. 
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appreciable effect the role of catalyst, who "stirs things 
up," was assumed. However, the response to the catalytic 
raising of provocative issues was indifference, and the 
administrator moved toward the role of process helper, 
attempting to bridge the chasm that was growing between 
the staff, on one side, and the Board and himself on the 
other. The last traditional role adopted was solution 
giver, which was more direct, but essentially involved 
offering a range of options to the staff/client — all of 
which were rejected. 
4. Author modifies Havelockian model and creates role of 
authoritarian-catalyst. He hires second change agent. 
Recognizing his efforts as momentarily futile, the 
author reexamined the theoretical model (Havelock) and 
created the new role of authoritarian-catalyst — i.e., 
one who "stirs things up," in Havelock's phrase, but who 
uses the authority of his position as administrator to 
enforce compliance with the ideas that have been intro¬ 
duced. At the same time he hired a co-administrator, one 
who shared his commitment to change and his vision of the 
direction that change should take, but who also was 
capable of commanding the respect of the staff. In accord 
with his analysis of the change process, the author 
concluded that if a "listener" did not come from within, 
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one would have to be created and brought into the organi¬ 
zation from without. 
5 • The appearance of a co-director enhances communica¬ 
tion, but does not advance the change process. 
Fran Shea, a knowledgeable, modern, activist educator 
was able to "speak the staff's language" but could not 
enlist either their acquiescence or participation in the 
change process. 
6. Evaluation of client response to introduction of 
change prompts redirection of efforts. 
The co-administrators recognized that they were 
dealing with three distinct clients — the Board, the 
community (i.e., present and potential consumers) and the 
staff, or viewed alternately, within a Lewinesque perspec¬ 
tive, with a range of client responses that clustered at 
opposite ends of the spectrum. It was clear that while 
Board and consumer support for change was necessary, it 
was not sufficient. The resistance of the staff was a key 
obstacle to effecting change, particularly since in their 
position vis-a-vis the actual program they would inevi¬ 
tably have to be an active force either for change or for 
resistance. 
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^ * Change process set in motion by changing structure 
and clientele. 
Concluding that staff resistance to change was 
monolithic within a narrow, authoritarian structure, the 
author unilaterally initiated the change process by 
altering both the composition of the staff — i.e., client 
— and the structure of the organization. He added new, 
young, educated staff who were identified with change as a 
philosophical and pedagogical desideratum, first to dilute 
the power and stranglehold of the original staff, and 
ultimately, as replacements. The structure of the organi¬ 
zation was radically altered from being an authoritarian 
and closed system to becoming open and democratic, through 
(1) sharing authority with Fran Shea as co-administrator; 
(2) opening the Center to serve the varied constituencies 
of the community; (3) creating and empowering an advisory 
Board consisting of parents, staff, community members, and 
other professionals (which ultimately became the governing 
board). 
8. The change process is so thorough that it ultimately 
meets with disapproval and resistance from the Board, 
causing a law suit and consequent separation of the 
program from the Board's ~]ur isdiction. 
With the changes in staff and structure, the Center 
developed into a modern, comprehensive day care center in 
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accordance with the American National Institute for Social 
Advancement (ANISA) model, developed at the University of 
Massachusetts at Amherst. The nature of the program plus 
the active involvement of the parents and community via 
the Advisory Board earned the disapproval of the Board of 
Directors who demanded retrenchment. The vitality and 
strength of the program's constituents, however, enabled 
the Center to defy the Board and, ultimately, win their 
total organizational independence. 
II. Analysis of change process in typical education¬ 
al/social service organization according to Have- 
lock-Lewin model 
Ronald Havelock identifies six stages in a change 
agent's conscious attempt to bring about organizational 
change. Key elements in this process are: the identifi¬ 
cation of the client (s); the nature of the client; the 
relationship between the client and the change agent; and 
the identification with, and participation of, the client 
in the change process. 
1 
i 
. Building a Relationsh 
The primary stage in 
nvolves establishing a 
i£ 
effecting 
relationsh 
organizational change 
ip with the client. 
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First the change agent needs to determine who is the 
client, recognizing that it is perhaps more appropriate to 
think of a client system. Among the designated client 
group, the change agent must decide: whom he/she is 
trying to help; whom he/she will be working with directly; 
who are the leaders, the influentials, the gatekeepers 
(i.e., what are both the formal and informal structures of 
leadership). And the interests of the community must be 
considered. It is important to be mindful of the fact 
that the organization and client system do not exist in a 
vacuum. 
In establishing this crucial relationship, the change 
agent must be friendly, familiar in manner and appearance, 
responsive, and able to hold out early promise of re¬ 
wards. Successful relationships are characterized by 
reciprocity and mutual openness, with the perceived threat 
typical of the change situation minimized through the 
efforts of the change agent. It is important to involve 
the community or any potent "others" early in the process 
of change. 
Throughout this initial stage the change agent must 
be watchful for danger signals that could hamper the whole 
process. Some of the most tell-tale signals are: a 
history of client unresponsiveness; a client who is intent 
on using the change agent for his/her own purposes; a 
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client who is powerless to advance the change process; a 
client who is pathological or demonstrates a major inca¬ 
pacity — e.g., a rigidity which causes him/her to see all 
issues as black or white. 
2. Diagnosis 
An effective change agent will be able to get maximum 
participation from the client in the diagnosis of system¬ 
atic problems. At the very least he will conduct his 
analysis with a sensitivity to the clients' "pain," needs, 
and perceptions. After attending to the clients' analysis 
and expression of the problems and needs of the organiza¬ 
tion, the change agent will conduct a more objective 
examination. This diagnosis should involve inputs from 
individuals and groups within the client system. The 
diagnosis should be enhanced through comparisons with 
other systems, as well as interaction and consultation 
with other systems. 
Major questions that the diagnostic process is 
seeking to answer are: 
- what are the system's goals? 
is the present structure adequate for meeting 
these goals? 
is there openness in communication? — a key 
ingredient for achieving organizational goals or 
effecting necessary change 
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does the organization have the capacity to 
achieve its stated goals (i.e., people, time, 
facilities, money)? 
does the system reward members for working 
toward stated goals? 
3. Acquiring Relevant Resources 
Securing all of the information and expertise for 
both change and ongoing organizational and programmatic 
purposes is both an internal and external process. An 
internal self-analysis is conducted, consisting of exten¬ 
sive interviewing and collaboration with clients. This is 
a significant step in acquiring the necessary information 
and client involvement. External resources include print, 
audio-visual media, observation of other programs, and 
using consultant/trainers in the organization. Ultimate¬ 
ly, the agent and client together can home in on a solu¬ 
tion, using all relevant resources. The use of appropri¬ 
ate resources serves the several purposes of diagnosis, 
awareness, evaluation-before-trial, trial, evaluation-af¬ 
ter-trial, installation, and maintenance. 
4. Choosing the Solution 
In approaching a solution, the agent and client 
group, then, apply all available and gathered resources to 
106 
the immediate situation. The outcome of this process is 
the generation of solution ideas. These ideas are then 
tested for their feasibility. The guidelines here include 
an assessment of benefit to be derived, workability of the 
potential program, and diffusability (i.e., will it be 
widely accepted?). Finally, a plan or program is chosen 
and must then be adapted to the current organization and 
situation. 
5. Gaining Acceptance 
The key element in winning acceptance is the estab¬ 
lishment and maintenance of effective communication with 
individuals and groups in the client system. In attempt¬ 
ing to gain wide acceptance it is desirable to keep the 
schedule of adoption flexible, allowing for contingencies 
in both the internal and external environments. 
6. Stabilizing the Innovation and Generating Self-Renewal 
A. Stabilizing the Innovation 
This stage requires the internalization of the 
change. Accomplishing this internalization requires the 
perception and experience of continuing reward, practice 
and routinization, structural integration into the system, 
continuing evaluation, continued maintenance, and continu¬ 
ing adaptation capability. 
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B• Generating Self-Renewal 
Ultimately, the client must take on the qualities of 
the change agent. The client system needs to establish 
four built-in features: 
!• a positive attitude toward innovation. 
2. a internal sub-system for change. This consists 
of a Research and Development team skilled in 
the process of innovation and able to train 
staff in diagnosis, retrieval, selection, and 
evaluation of innovations. 
3. an inclination to seek external resources. 
4. a perspective on the future as something to plan 
for. 
It is apparent from the above that it is crucial to 
have client participation in the organizational change 
process, and, in particular, client recognition of the 
necessity for change and a keen appreciation of the 
benefits to be derived from change. 
Ill. The Situation in the St. John's Day Nursery 
This discussion will follow the outline presented in 
the preceding section, which conforms to Havelock's 
six-stage process of achieving organizational change. 
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1• Building a Relationship 
The author/administrator was aware, upon entering the 
St. John's Day Nursery, that the "client system" with 
which he was confronted was comprised of at least three 
components — the Board, staff, and consumers, actual and 
potential, in the community. This latter group (i.e., 
potential consumers) consisted most particularly of 
minority families (i.e., Portuguese, Hispanics, Filipinos, 
Blacks). The older, working-class French and Irish 
families who made up the current consumers can be identi¬ 
fied, in part, with the staff, insofar as they defined 
their own interests. However, a case could be made for 
seeing them as part of the larger community — consumer 
and potential consumer "block," with whom they shared 
interests as well. 
Insofar as these disparate constituencies all shared 
an interest in a viable, healthy day care service in the 
Fall River community they would satisfy the Havelockian 
definition of "client system." However, the perception 
and definition of what constituted the appropriate form 
for such a center was different for each, and, in an 
absolute sense, implied at least three rather different 
structures. The truth of this analysis did not emerge 
until the diagnostic stage of the process. However, what 
ipparent from the first was that one portion of the was ai 
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triangle had an interest in maintaining the status quo — 
i.e./ the staff (and perhaps their tiny consumer clien¬ 
tele). Equally obvious was the Board's perception of the 
need for change, and less obvious, the community's articu¬ 
lated but undirected need for day care service of some 
kind. This author-administrator was aware, too, of the 
potential for conflict between the interests of the Board 
and community, on the one hand, and the staff and present 
day nursery population, on the other. It seemed that the 
Board and the potential clientele were the clients "need¬ 
ing help" from the change agent, but that the staff were 
the clients he would be working with to provide that help 
and effect the needed change. In taking a look at the 
interests and position of the community, it appeared that 
all of the factions of this "client system" were repre¬ 
sented in the community at large, with the poor minority 
and immigrant population comprising the greatest propor¬ 
tion. The author felt that the interests of the "communi¬ 
ty at large" and that portion who were potential (present¬ 
ly underserved) consumers could, for practical purposes in 
advancing the change process, be collapsed. Early contact 
was made with members of this community through community 
and social agencies. 
It was clear that the central focus of the change 
process had to be the staff, both because they were the 
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"gatekeepers" of the program, and because they were 
clearly the most resistant to change. While the board had 
the authority and nominal power to call for change, the 
staff had the actual power and ability to facilitate or 
impede change. There were no visibly significant leaders 
or "influentials" among the board or potential consumer 
population in the community. Within the staff there were 
more obvious gatekeepers (one of the teachers and the 
cook), but no real leaders. All essentially defined their 
self-interest in identical fashion. Formally, of course, 
the Board had ultimate authority, and within the program 
the teacher-director had the leadership position. But, as 
described above, this structure was of limited functional 
importance. 
In seeking to establish the necessary relationship of 
trust and mutual respect, the author, as change agent, 
attempted to be as candid and forthcoming as was deemed 
possible in light of the hostility and fear that was 
perceptible within the entire staff. In presenting the 
growth possibilities that change in the program presented, 
professional enhancement and upgrading of the staff was 
emphasized. This credentialling of staff was held out as 
an "early reward" of the change process. 
The author sought, in both manner and dress, to be 
friendly, familiar, and unthreatening. This entailed 
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spending substantial amounts of time listening to the 
views of the staff, which were, however, expressed 
obliquely and indirectly, often through silence. In the 
position of administrator the author dressed in both 
casual and clerical garb, hoping to reassure the staff 
with a posture of flexibility. In fact, however, his 
youthful, casual appearance served to alienate rather than 
reassure this conservative, middle-aged, traditional 
Catholic staff. 
Throughout the initial process the author was mindful 
of "danger signals" for the change process as they ap¬ 
peared. Most troublesome were indications that this 
particular, and vital, segment of the client system was 
almost pathological in its rigidity and inability to see 
issues in any but black and white terms, often with a 
"seige mentality." 
2. Diagnosis 
The author attempted, early on, to enlist the parti¬ 
cipation of the staff in the diagnostic process. However, 
he was not successful even in obtaining their cooperation 
in the initial data-gathering process. Efforts to obtain 
basic programmatic and financial information were met with 
resistance and suspicion. The author soon found that the 
staff was part of the analysis data rather than a colla¬ 
borator in the analytic process. 
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The analysis focused on organizational goals and 
potential and actual organizational capability in meeting 
those goals. In defining the system's goals, the author 
concluded that beyond the goal of maintaining a viable day 
care service, there were a variety of goals specific to 
each of the client constituencies. The Board's goal was 
to maintain a financially stable service that could be 
justified on the grounds of meeting a "real" community 
need. The staff's goal was to continue serving their tiny 
French and Irish constituency with a basically custodial 
service that included a strong component of religious 
indoctrination. And the goal of the minority population 
was to obtain a day care service that they could afford 
that would potentially increase their economic status by 
permitting the parent (s) to work, and that would also 
provide their children with a safe, caring environment in 
which they could gain some basic tools to enhance their 
ability to succeed in the mainstream educational system of 
the society. 
The author's researches into developmental education 
and with community agencies and institutions led him to a 
preliminary formulation of organizational goals that would 
meet the needs of the various constituencies, and poten¬ 
tially, at least, serve to unite them. First and foremost 
this involved opening up the Center to a broader 
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cross-section of the population, in particular the under¬ 
served low-income minority and immigrant population in the 
Fall River community. Including this broader client base, 
in effect, would satisfy most of the major needs enumer¬ 
ated above — i.e., it would provide needed service to the 
broader community, and would increase both the financial 
and educational viability of the program. By opening the 
program to this new constituency the Board and adminis¬ 
trator made the Center eligible for substantial amounts of 
federal funds. As the program was to develop subsequently 
the Center's evolving program and curriculum would keep 
pace with simultaneously evolving Federal guidelines for 
day care centers receiving Federal funds. 
Clearly the original structure could not meet the 
spectrum of needs of the various "clients." The building 
would have to be altered — e.g., two means of egress per 
classroom; new plumbing; electric fire exits, replacement 
of sprinkler system; outdoor play area. New, more profes¬ 
sional staff would have to be hired, with old staff 
becoming better credentialled. 
The author's educational and organizational philo¬ 
sophies (Havelock et al.) dictated a process for accom¬ 
plishing the requisite stages of change that was demo¬ 
cratic, involving the participation of all relevant 
parties (staff, Board, consumers, administration). Such a 
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mechanism, of course, presupposed an openness in communi¬ 
cation. Unfortunately, this ingredient was questionable 
among the staff. Lack of openness was identified as a 
Pr°kl6m area that would have to be addressed, either by 
effecting a change in the attitude of the staff or by 
diluting their power through the addition of new staff, 
who were needed anyway because of the increased population 
in the program. 
The author's diagnosis confirmed the belief that the 
organization had, or could readily acquire, the essential 
capacity to achieve its stated goals (i.e., people, time, 
facilities, money). In addition, it was also apparent, 
and made manifest, that the system would reward members 
for working toward stated goals although all of the 
members of the original staff persisted in seeing only 
potential punishment — i.e., failure in the prescribed 
coursework and subsequent loss of their jobs. They 
resisted the threat of what they perceived as "failure" 
throughout — e.g., by enrolling in courses for creden- 
tialling, at the administrator's behest, but never actu¬ 
ally attending any classes. It was only new staff (who 
ultimately replaced all of the original staff) who even¬ 
tually participated in professional upgrading and creden- 
tialling. 
3. Acquiring Relevant Resources 
After a preliminary diagnosis the author proceeded to 
create mechanisms for ongoing dialogue with Board, staff, 
and community (especially present and potential parents). 
These included a scheduled weekly staff meeting, regular 
formal and informal meetings with individual staff mem¬ 
bers, members of community agencies, officials, and 
individuals, the hiring of a co-administrator (who would 
be more acceptable to the staff) and new teachers, and 
consultation with early childhood specialists in area 
colleges and universities. As the intransigence of the 
original staff gave way through the addition of new, 
progressive staff and the gradual resignation of the old 
staff, the process of achieving the diagnosed goals became 
collaborative. The key elements of this change were the 
expansion and diversification of the day care pre-school 
population, the hiring and upgrading of staff who could 
participate in the change process, and the active search 
for an educational model that would accomplish all of the 
goals of the various constituencies. The administrators 
and staff were involved in a long process of self-examina¬ 
tion, consultation with experts in the field, and with 
their client-community. It became the focus of the search 
to find a model that was comprehensive, developmental in 
orientation, and incorporated change into its structure. 
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4. Choosing the Solution 
The exhaustive process described above extended over 
a two year period, and ultimately led to the adoption of 
the ANISA model in collaboration with its founders at the 
University of Massachusetts at Amherst. With approval of 
staff and consumers, trainers were brought into the 
program to work with, and prepare, staff to adopt this new 
structure. The staff and parents were educated about the 
program and it was adopted in 1973. In function, the 
program was developed gradually, because the democratic 
structure it implied had already evolved with the hiring 
of the co-administrator and new staff, the institution of 
an advisory board of consumers, community, and staff, as 
well as the addition to the staff of specialists in a 
broad range of areas — e.g., special needs testing, 
physical therapist, visual perception testing. 
5 . Gaining Acceptance 
Because the adoption process was evolutionary as well 
as democratic, there was inherent in the process an 
acceptance and investment by the participating constitu¬ 
encies. All key parties were consulted in the adoption 
schedule, as well as in the way the model was to be 
implemented, taking into account the special needs 
particular setting and situation. 
of the 
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During this phase of the change process in the St. 
John's Day Nursery the Board of Directors began to undergo 
important internal reorganization. The composition of the 
Board changed to reflect the orientation of a new, more 
conservative bishop. As the Center began to exhibit a 
modern, secular, developmental focus, the new Board began 
questioning the Center's relationship to the Roman Catho¬ 
lic Church, a concern that had never been expressed by the 
earlier Board. This concern was to grow into overt 
opposition, and once again there was a client constituent 
that was challenging the direction of change. The admin¬ 
istrator's attempts to educate the Board to the new 
organizational structure were short-lived and ultimately 
futile. However, the Board's authority had eroded even 
further (never having been very strong), because of the 
growth of the Center and the active participation of the 
community. The real governing power had resided, for some 
time, in the Advisory Board. The inevitable clash result¬ 
ed in the dissolution of the church-Center tie totally, 
with the Advisory Board becoming the governing body. 
While the conflict that took place absorbed much of the 
Center's energy and focus, the development of the ANISA 
model continued apace, generating its own momentum, so 
that the internal organizational struggle can be seen to 
have solidified, rather than disrupted, the process of 
organizational change. 
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6. Stabilizing the Innovation and Generating Self-Renewal 
The process of implementing the ANISA model was a 
careful, step-by-step planned series of actions that 
included detailed workshops and training sessions, acqui¬ 
sition of new staff, modification of the physical facili¬ 
ties, and ongoing upgrading and education of staff. The 
process of change became identified with the adoption of 
this new pedagogical model, and the nature of the ANISA 
program itself insured continued self-examination, and 
intense involvement and commitment by most major segments 
of the "client system" (i.e., staff, parents, community, 
including the new Advisory Board). The least involved 
client was, as always, the clerical board. 
Internalization of the program by the members of the 
client system was almost an automatic by-product of 
participation in the program and the process of change, 
inasmuch as the educational model in itself was dynamic 
and self-renewing. There was continuous, built-in ongoing 
reward for the staff, who therefore were heavily invested 
in the program and their own professional advancement. 
The highly creative and innovative nature of the program 
became a way of life soon after adoption. The process of 
change had been democratic (more truly so after the 
dilution, and ultimate departure, of the original staff) 
and with the ANISA model being essentially democratic, the 
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structural integration of change into the ongoing program 
was virtually assured. Both the self-examination and 
democratic aspects of the model promoted a strong continu¬ 
ing adaptation capability. Innovation and self-renewal 
became built-in features of the system. The internal, 
more formal sub-system for change included the administra¬ 
tors and entire staff in a two day, monthly review and 
evaluation meeting with the ANISA staff (project coordina¬ 
tors and central committee) from the University of Massa¬ 
chusetts. At the time of this researcher's departure in 
1978, the program was at its height with a new building, 
constructed according to the ANISA design. The staff 
consisted of a master teacher and resource teachers in 
various disciplines, including speech, language, physical 
therapy, and occupational therapy. There were 35 staff 
and 120 children, with a waiting list of over 100 (one of 
whom was registered on the list before birth!). The 
budget was upwards of $400,000. There was a new, active, 
secular Board of Directors comprised of one-third commu¬ 
nity leaders, one-third parents, one-third staff and other 
professionals. 
The Center had formal ties with all major community 
agencies — i.e.. Department of Social Security, Depart¬ 
ment of Public Welfare, Department of Mental Health, 
Department of Public Health. The Center was a training 
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site for students from Southeastern Massachusetts Univer¬ 
sity, Salve Regina College, Roger Williams College, Rhode 
Island College, and the University of Massachusetts, with 
a strict policy of accepting only those who could spend a 
minimum of two full days per week at the Center. 
The program served as a pilot program for the Child 
Development Associate Credential, one of only nineteen in 
the country. The curriculum was comprehensive, dealing 
with the mental, physical, psychological, biological, 
educational, and social development of the child, with 
major emphasis on the release of the full potential of the 
child. 
IV. Summary 
1. The Research Questions 
If we restate here the questions that guided the 
author's study, we can now propose definitive answers. To 
rephrase slightly: 
a. Did the author, as change agent, make the day 
care organization more responsive to the needs 
of the community? 
b. What were the manifestations of 
the change 
process ? 
What was the nature of the change process? 
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d. How eftective were the theoretical models 
employed when applied to an authoritarian 
structure? 
e. How effective were the theoretical models when 
applied to a voluntary agency? 
Question a. As a result of the change process, which is 
detailed in the previous chapter and in previous sections 
of this chapter, the day care center population in this 
study changed dramatically within four years, to propor¬ 
tionally represent all segments of the Fall River commu¬ 
nity, including immigrant and minority groups as well as 
the older French and Irish populations. As Federal funds 
became available in the early 1970s, and the author made 
the requisite changes in the physical facilities and 
program to make the Center eligible for funding, the 
composition of the clientele changed both quantitatively 
and qualitatively, until by 1975 the population reached 
its peak at 125 children, representing all segments of the 
community. 
Questions b. and c. The manifestations and nature of the 
change process are detailed in Chapter IV and the above 
sections of the present chapter. 
Questions d. and e. The models for organizational change 
of Havelock and Lewin served the author-administrator of 
this project very well, within the terms of their theories 
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i.e., a client system that has unified goals and that 
identifies with the change process and the purposes of the 
proposed change. Both Havelock and Lewin assume a client 
(or clients) who are responsive, and include one or more 
"listeners" and "influencers" for change. Within this 
climate the model assumes, rather than dictates, a struc¬ 
ture that is relatively democratic. This author's adop¬ 
tion of temporary non—democratic — in fact, authoritarian 
means to effect the democratic process was successful 
because it was limited, short-lived, and its goal was 
clsar and concrete: to facilitate the democratic partici¬ 
pation of the client in the change process, which was 
accomplished essentially by changing the client, first the 
staff, and much later, the board. The success of this 
"detour" in the progress of the change model was proof of 
the flexibility and elasticity of the theoretical model, 
which was capable of accommodating the injection of the ad 
hoc authoritarian-catalyst role adopted by the author to 
alter the role of the staff in the change process. It was 
important in this aspect of the process that the author 
was, in fact, in the position of authority and that, at 
the same time, he was committed to a democratic model of 
change and ultimate structure. 
The modification of the model that was made to deal 
with the recalcitrant staff (i.e., the adoption of the 
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authoritarian-catalyst role) was necessary because of the 
authoritarian structure of the day nursery and the Catho¬ 
lic theological and institutional structure upon which it 
was modelled. No such modification effectively solved the 
problems of dealing with a voluntary board — i.e., a body 
that was remote and uninvolved, but which had primary 
authority for the program. The original board was inter¬ 
ested only in developing a viable program that was finan¬ 
cially stable and met the day nursery's original purpose 
of providing safe custodial care for the immigrant popu¬ 
lation of Fall River (which in 1914, when it was founded, 
meant the French and Irish working poor in the city). The 
original membership of the board that had appointed the 
author as director of the program, and change agent, felt 
that their mandate was satisfied by the changes being 
instituted by the author. Problems arose because after 
the first few years the composition of the board began to 
change, and in 1972 a new conservative bishop replaced the 
earlier, more liberal one. 
Because a voluntary board has remote involvement, but 
ultimate power, it is important in instituting change that 
they feel that their minimal requirements and mission are 
being satisfied. The problem with a change process of the 
type employed here was that it implied, if not demanded, 
active participation of all affected parties. Because a 
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voluntary board is most likely to be unwilling to get 
involved in such an intense and time-consuming way, their 
approval initially is crucial. Theoretically, if the 
author had been dealing with the same board membership 
throughout, having once obtained their approval for the 
project, there would have been no subsequent conflict. 
Given the conflict that did ensue, only the force of a 
committed, united front of all parties (i.e., staff, 
parents, community) could withstand the board's opposition 
to the change process that had taken place. 
2. Implications for Future Research 
This study has documented an institutional change 
process within a particularly structured educational 
organization. It illustrates what, in fact, happens when 
a theoretical model of change is consciously applied by a 
change agent who is in an organizational position to 
effect change. Although the institutional setting dif¬ 
fered from the traditional educational setting, by virtue 
of its authoritarian structure and voluntary board, the 
models were flexible and broad enough to be effectively 
applied. This fact is perhaps the major finding of the 
study. A significant value of the study is the unique 
pragmatic documentation it provides of a 10 year change 
process in a living educational institution a modern, 
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developmental day care center. Hopefully, this disser¬ 
tation can serve as a guidepost in the future for adminis¬ 
trators and others in similar educational organizations 
who perceive the need for programmatic and structural 
reorganization. 
While the rigid structure of the day care center and 
remote nature of the board posed particular challenges to 
the theoretical models, other factors were exceedingly 
favorable. To further test the resiliency and effective¬ 
ness of the Havelock and Lewin theories of organizational 
change, it would be useful to test their application in a 
situation where: 
a. the time frame for change is shorter; 
b. there is considerably less money available to 
implement and modify desired changes; 
c. the change agent is not in the primary position 
of authority. 
V. Addendum 
In 1984 the John E. Boyd Center for Child Care and 
Development has four branches — the original Fall River 
site and branches in Westport, Somerset, and at Bristol 
Community College in Fall River. The ANISA program serves 
as the theoretical and pedagogical model at all these 
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sites, as it did finally in the original center in Fall 
River. The original program on Rodman Street in Fall 
River has expanded to include an infant and toddler 
component on a nearby site. Since 1978 the Boyd Center 
has been instrumental in promoting employer-assistance and 
employer-responsibility programs, through which employers 
contribute substantial portions of the day care costs for 
their employees, thus enabling working mothers to keep 
their jobs during their young children's early preschool 
years . 
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The Center is Building For Children 
The Center for Child Care and Development is temporarily located in 
donated and leased quarters at the North Christian United Church of Christ. 
3538 No. Main St., and the Bank Street Armory. 72 Bank Street. Fall River. 
Massachusetts. 
Plans call for a new structure in a new location. The Center has pur¬ 
chased land on which to build a new facility in Fall River at the comer of Rod- 
man and Stockton Streets. The new and permanent home of The Center will 
feature 6000 square feet of program area encompassing the latest in child care 
research and implementation. 
Fall River cannot afford to lose The Center for Child Care and 
Development. Since 1972. when it was selected as one of the four original sites in 
the United States of America to implement the ANISA model educational 
system. The Center has been a source of pride to our City and our Com¬ 
monwealth. 
Your contribution will help unite The Center's students and faculty in 
a permanent facility in a central location. It will also enhance our City's 
educational.system by providing over 150 children with an educational experi¬ 
ence that is acknowledged to be the finest and most comprehensive childrens ser¬ 
vice program in Southeastern Massachusetts. 
M US 
HELP EDUCATE 
LITTLE PEOPLE 
PIP. 
PANENTS INVOLVEO IN 
PEDIATRICS 
The Center for Child Care and Development, Inc. 
CAPITAL BUILDING FUND 
BOX 11. SOUTH STAr'0N 
FALL RIVER MASSACHUSETTS 02724 
— For Further Information Call 672 0183 — 
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The Center for Child Care and Development 
$300,000 CAPITAL BUILDING FUND 
CONTRIBUTIONS ARE TAX DEDUCTIBLE. Substantial income tax reductions to gross income are allowed by 
the Federal Government to encourage contributions to such essential projects as the new Center tor Child 
Care and Development, Inc. 
CONTRIBUTIONS MAY BE MADE IN A LUMP SUM OR BY PLEDGE. Recognizing that some of our benefactors 
may find it more convenient to spread their contributions over a period of time, The Center's Capital Building 
Fund will accept pledges up to three years. Pledges may be paid monthly, quarterly, semi-annually, or annually. 
NAMING OPPORTUNITIES 
NO. DESCRIPTION VALUE 
1. Cafetorium (Cafeteria/auditorium). . . $25,OCX)* 
2. Learning Center #1 . 20,000 
3. Learning Center #2  20,000 
4. Learning Center #3 . 20,000 
5. Learning Center #4  20,000 
6. Reception/Lobby Area.18,000 
7. Kitchen.10,000 
8. Teacher Work Center #1.5,000 
9. Teacher Work Center #2.5,000 
10. Health Station.5,000 
11. Special Needs Center.5,000 
23. Outside Play Area 
NO. DESCRIPTION VALUE 
12. Administrative Area.$5,000 
13. Lounge.3,500* 
14. Resource Room.3,500 
15. Conference Room.2,500 
16. Laboratory/Photography.2,000 
17. Equipment for Learning Centers.5.000 
18. Cafetorium Equipment.10,000 
19. Kitchen Equipment.10,000 
20. Furniture for Administrative Area.5,000 
21. Landscaping.5,000 
22. Equipment for Special Needs.2.500 
Equipment .... $15,000 
’Donors of 55,000 or more will be listed on a FOUNDERS PLAQUE prominently located in the lobby of the 
new Center. 
UDonors of 51,000 or more up to S5.000 will be listed on an HONOR TRIBUTE PLAQUE located in the Cafe¬ 
torium of the new Center. 
MAIL CONTRIBUTIONS TO 
The Center for Child Care and Development, Inc. 
CAPITAL BUILD “«G AUN0 
30X • • SOU7- ON 
FALL FIVEP. MASSACAoSET-S 0272i 
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APPENDIX D 
FEASIBILITY STUDY FOR THE JOHN E. BOYD CENTER 
1. Are you familiar with the Boyd Center for Child Care? 
2. How long have you been associated with the Boyd 
Center? 
3. Are you familiar with the building program? 
4. How will the new facility affect the area? You 
personally? 
5. What are the strong points or programs of the Boyd 
Center? 
6. What are the weak points or programs of the Boyd 
Center? 
7. What do you feel is the community response to the 
services of the Center? 
8. Do you think the Director is doing a good job? 
Do you think the Board of Directors is doing a good 
job? 
Do you think the Staff is doing a good job? 
9. HOw does the Boyd Center fit into the total child 
care service delivery system in Fall River? 
10. What would happen if it disappeared? 
11. Do you approve of a campaign to solicit gifts from 
the private sector? 
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12. Would you give to such an effort? 
13. How much do you feel can be raised in a well-run 
program? 
14. Can you determine your level of support? 
15. Do you know of any fund raising campaign run in this 
area within the last 5 years? 
16. Where do you think the support for this effort will 
come from? 
17. Do you know of any major prospects or 10% donors? 
18. Would you work for the campaign or be on a committee? 
19. Are there any positive or negative factors regarding 
the Center or the new facility that are pertinent to 
this study? 
FEASIBILITY STUDY QjUESTIOHNAIRB 
I. Organization Background 
A. Organization and board of directors 
1. When started? 
2. Describe geographical area it serves. 
3. Describe population of the service area. 
4. Board of directors 
a. ) How many on board of directors? Men? Women? 
b. ) How many are businessmen? 
1) How many are in top management? 
2) How many are opinion-leaders in the community? 
c. ) How many are deeply involved with the organization? 
d. ) How many have we11-above-average incomes? 
e. ) How much have they contributed? 
f. ) How well do the executive directors get along? 
5. What are the major strengths of the staff as a whole? What 
are their major weaknesses? 
6. Do the office facilities meet the needs of the staff? Of the 
program? 
B. Whit services are offered by the organization? 
1. Does it duplicate the services of any other community organization? 
2. How do its services compare with those in other communities? 
3. Does it cooperate with other organizations in Joint programs? 
4. How long have they operated? 
5. How many people use these services? 
6. Have they been added to or cut back? What are the reasons? 
a. ) Has it received any complaints? 
b. ) How does it handle complaints? 
7. How much does each of your programs cost separately? 
8. What is distinctive about your organization? Your programs? 
9. How would you use an extra $1,000,000 if you receive it this year? 
10. Do you have a written long-range plan for your organization? 
11. How many volunteers do you have? Can you think of any methods for 
involving more people? 
12. How do you measure the results of your program? 
13. Is there a Job you’re not presently doing that you think you should do 
C. History of the organization 
1. What has been the growth rate of the service area? 
2. How many potential members or users of its service can you expect? 
D. Annual operating budget 
1. What I3 the amount necessary? 
2. Who makes the major contributions? 
3. Are there any products or services sold that help raise money? 
4. Do they have a membership drive? 
5. Does the organization operate at a loss? 
C. What does the organization charge for its services? 
a.) Is it competitive? 
7. Have any private sources of funding been developed? 
8. Will it receive any wills and bequests? 
0. What are the assets and liabilities of the organization? 
FEASIBILITY STUDY (JUESTIONHAIRE - page 2 L 
I. E. If you have decided that you want a campaign to raise money: 
• 1. What ia your goal? 
2. Why do you want this money? 
3. Why is it necessary that you have this money? 
F. Public relations 
1. What media use the announcements that are put out? 
a. ) Radio, TV, or newspapers? 
b. ) The announcements cover which events? What sort of things do they 
make announcements about? 
2. Internal public relations 
a. ) Is there a newspaper? 
b. ) A newsletter? 
c. ) An annual report? 
d. ) A recognition program for volunteers? 
e. ) A suggestion program so that you can get effective change in the 
organization? 
3. General considerations 
a. ) How much do you spend on public relations? 
b. ) Is one person responsible? 
c. ) Is it limited to reporting its actions or does it interpret 
its actions to the community? 
d. ) Does it put out news releases; does it put out photographs along 
with the releases? 
e. ) Does it go to other organizations for help? 
f. ) When was the last time that it held an, "open house?" 
(This gives good publicity. Even if it is not well attended, it gets 
the organization's name before people.) 
g. ) Is an attempt made to get some community leaders at its outstanding 
program events? 
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FEASIBILITY STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE - page 3 
Cl. Survey of Connunlty Leaders. This is an opinion survey with the names suggested 
by the organization. You should pick names of general connunity leaders, and you 
should interview twenty to thirty people. Be sure to include an appendix with 
important quotations by interviewees. 
A. These are the questions you should ask: 
1. Is the organization well liked and generally well known? 
2. Do you feel well informed about its program? 
3. What do you think of their public relations? What needs inmediate attention? 
1*. How large is their service area? 
5. Does this area have a great deal of civic pride as an entity? 
6. What is the economic trend of the area? 
7. Has the community recently united to accomplish a specific goal? 
8. Have there been fund drives in the area lately? 
9. Why have they been successful? List campaigns in order of importance. 
10. Is the board of directors strong? 
11. Is the campaign necessary to raise the money for the purposes they have in 
mind? 
12. Do you think many other people feel the same way? 
13. Will industry in the area help? 
14. How much could be raised in a well-conducted campaign? 
15. Special contributions available? Is 10 per cent available somewhere? 
16. Is good leadership available for campaign? 
17. Who would you suggest for campaign chairman? 
18. Are there factions in the community? 
19. Are there factions over this organization? 
20. Is the idea of professional fund-raiser disliked? 
21. Is there a special season when attitudes toward a professional fund-raiser 
would be favorable? 
22. What kind of support is available in the community? 
23. Would you or your firm be willing to support the drive financially? 
24. Would you personally be willing to help with time and effort? 
FEASIBILITY STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE - page 4 £. 
IH. Service Area. This section discusses statistical and economic data about a specific 
geographic area, with special notes about the major population areas. 
A. Population and economic growth. 
1. Comparative population sizes. 
a. ) Population changes in the last few years. 
b. ) Growth of major population centers in the service area. 
c. ) Breakdown of whites and non-whites. 
d*) Movement of population. (Are they going to the suburbs; is there any 
movement within your area?) 
e. ) Where are the wealthy areas? 
f. ) Is there a predominant religion or nationality group? 
What per cent belong to them , how do they feel about your service 
or organization? 
2. Are there any major prejudices in the community? 
3. Average age of residents. 
4. How do they spend their Income? 
a. ) Sales Management (magazine) every June publishes a Dept, of Commerce 
report which is a breakdown of the average income and expenditures for 
every county. 
b. ) Number of families in your area. 
c. ) What is their buying (disposable) income? 
5. How does your area compare to others in the state? In the nation? 
Are you in a low, medium, or high market area? 
6. Communications influence in the service area. 
a. ) Circulation of newspapers. 
b. ) How many television homes? 
c. ) Where should you plant your best public relations? 
7. What major industries are in the area? 
a. ) Total manufacturing payroll. 
b. ) What percent is applicable to the major industries? 
(The Pacific Northwest, for example, is predominantly lumbering and 
aerospace; if they are not doing too well, then a capital funds 
campaign will not do too well.) 
c. ) What is the strength of the major industries? What is the forecase? 
(Banks will often give you this information.) 
8. Look at the total bank deposits in the area. Are they rising or falling? 
9. Look at passenger and commercial auto sales and their trends. 
10. Wholesale and retail sales and their trends. 
11. Building construction. 
a. ) What percent owns their own home? 
b. ) Apartments being built? (People that are permanent in the area take 
more interest in civic organizations than people who are transient.) 
12. Look at other campaigns in the area. 
a. ) What were their goals for the last five years? 
b. ) Have they attained their goals? 
1) If so, how have they done it? 
2) If not, why not? What were their problems? What are their 
strengths and what are their weaknesses? 
FEASIBILITY STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE - page 5 £. 
IV. The Negative and Positive Aspects 
A. Negative Aspects. Typical problems include: 
1. Small effective giving population. 
2. Extremely negative comments from your twenty or thirty interviews. 
3. Small chance of getting foundation grant. 
4. Too many organizations in the area with duplicating services or programs. 
5. A weak board. 
6. A lack of awareness about the organization's programs 
B. Positive Aspects. Sometimes these factors outweigh the negative ones: 
1. Tremendous spirit in the organization may make up for a lot of faults 
in other areas. 
2. An economic boom forecast for the major industries of the service area. 
3. Now is the best time to conduct a campaign. 
4. There is little competition for funds, 
a.) No other major drives are forecast. 
5. There is tremendous community spirit in the area. 
6. You can get support from businessmen. 
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FEASIBILITY STUDY <3JESTI0HNAIItE - page 6 £_ 
V. Concilia Ion and Feconmendations 
A. What la the goal of the campaign? 
1. What are the monetary needs? 
2. If you are going to hire a professional fund-raiser, what is his fee? 
3. What are the probably expenses of the campaign? 
4. What does that total? 
B. Is the goal reasonable? 
1. Use information from interviews. Can the money be raised? 
2. What problems are expected in reaching the goal? 
3. What positive aspects are there to the goal? 
4. Where is intensive effort needed (usually public relations)? 
5. Do the people in this area give away money? 
6. Can the campaign succeed here? 
a.) If yes: 
1) What is the minimum need? What is potentially available 
(feasible)? 
2) Work out a program of service. 
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FEASIBILITY STUDY QUESTIONNAIRE - page 7 
VI. Appendix 
6. 
A. Proposed budget outline. 
B. Names of the people interviewed and their business and position 
C. Quotations of people interviewed. 
APPENDIX F 
COMMUNITY EDUCATIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
Relevant questions for discussion of the Center for Child 
Care and Development t 
1. What is the basic purpose or goal of the Center for 
Child Care and Development? 
2. You refer to something "extra" about the program. 
What do you mean? 
3. Where is it located? 
4. Who attends? How many attend? 
5. How is the Center for Child Care and Development 
financed? Who pays for the program? 
6. Are parents of the children involved? How? 
7. I understand that there are plans to build a new 
facility to house the Center. Where will it be 
located? How much will it cost? How will it be 
financed? 
8. If someone is interested in contributing to the new 
John E. Boyd Center, where would they send their 
donation? 
The John E. Boyd Center for Child Care and Devel¬ 
opment 
Capital Fund Drive 
P.0. Box 11, South Station 
Fall River, MA 02724 
9. Are donations tax deductible? 
.APPENDIX G 
CONSIDERATIONS FOR RATING 
In order for the campaign to be a success, we must find 
that “big giver." It is an established fact that 80% of 
all money comes from 20% of the donors. 
Table of Gifts 
Goal ” $300,000 
Number of Gifts Amount 
1 9 $25,000 $25,000 
2 9 20,000 40,000 
3 9 15,000 45,000 
4 9 10,000 A 40,000 
5 9 5,000 25,000 
10 9 2,000 20,000 
20 9 1,000 20,000 
50 9 500 25,000 
Many less than 500 60,000 
$300,000 
Rate according to ability to give considering: 
A. Income 
B. Right person doing the asking 
C. Two (or even three years) to pay pledge 
D. Tax deduction advantage for donor 
E. Possible interest in children, day care, or early 
childhood education 
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John E.Boyd Center 
PROGRAM AM) SER/ICES 
for Child Care and Daotlopment 
// 
THE JCW E. BOYD CUTTER FOR QUID CARE AM) DEVELOPMENT is a concept and a can- 
muni ty facility. The ultra modem building has been designed specifically for 
the preschool child. It houses the Boyd Centers unique concept of EDUCARING 
which is a caitoinaticn of cognitive and affective development. It differs fran 
other Quid Development Centers because it provides more opportunities for the 
"little people” entrusted to our care to develop and release their full poten¬ 
tial. The little more that has made The Boyd Center the finest quality and most 
ocnprehensive children's service program in Southeastern Massachusetts is readily 
attested to in our programs. 
ANISA MODEL CURRICULUM 
The Boyd Center for Quid Care and Development is one of the four original 
sites in the United States selected to pilot the ANISA model educational program. 
As inplemented at the Center, the ANISA model fosters each child's natural love 
of learning and helps him to become a confident and productive hunan being. It 
brings a joy to learning without losing sight of the need for self-discipline 
and hard work. 
COOPERATIVE APPROACH TO CHILD DEVELOPMENT 
The Boyd Center represents the drawing together of all those resources— 
family, oannunity, professional—which can contribute to the child's total de¬ 
velopment. The child advocate serves as the liason between center and hone. 
The Boyd Center does not take responsibilities away from parents, but rather 
serves as a constant link between hare and uuimunity, between parent and child, 
and between the child and life. Parents cure represented on all ccrmittees af¬ 
fecting the operation and administration of the Center. 
SPECIAL NEELS 766 APPROVED PRESCHOOL 
The Boyd Center provides special services and ensures the rights of children 
between ages three and six who have been defined by the Education Reform Law 
(Chapter 766) as having significant disabilities. The Center utilizes a child's 
strengths during individualized instruction and channels the information through 
the rodality the child learns best in order to ameliorate his/her weaknesses. 
LICENSED KINDERGARTEN 
The Boyd Center is licensed by the Massachusetts Department of Education 
as a fully credited Kindergarten program. The adult child ration in kindergarten, 
as well as in the preschool is approximately 1 to 7 which facilitates our indiv¬ 
idualizing instruction to meet each child's needs. The kindergarten children are 
fully prepared for entrance into public and private first grades. 
FULL NUTRITION PROGRAM 
A nutritionally balanced hot meal program that includes breakfast, lunch 
and mid-moming and afternoon snack prepared in our cwn kitchen and served by 
a dining roan staff holding food handler's licenses is an integral part of the 
program. 
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and A LITTLE MORE. 
PARENTS INVOLVED IN PEDIATRICS (P.I.P.) 
This program oiphasizes the primary responsibilities of parents and encour¬ 
ages their participation in all our prograns. In addition, The Boyd Cmter serves 
as liaison beta*esn parents and the medical center offering diagnostic services, 
educational programs and evaluation studies for both parents and childrwi. 
UNIVERSm-CQLLEGE INIENSHIP 
The Boyd Center in aooperatian with area colleges provides a responsible and 
realistic preparation for the field of early childhood education experienced in 
the presence of children. The program carbines theory with practice for a somd 
and solid experience for potential teachers of young children. Supervision and 
guidance of the interns is given by the Centers staff and university personnel. 
CHILD DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATE (CDA) TRAINING 
The CDA program is a national effort sponsored by the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare to train, assess, and certify early childhood personnel with 
a professional ocnpetency based credential as Child Development Associates. 
HELP EDUCATE LOTTE PEOPLE (H.E.L.P.) 
As part of its cam unity service program. The Boyd Center provides area high 
school students with education and experience in the care and development of young 
children. A series of workshops, seminars and direct working experience with chil¬ 
dren provides the young people with the knowledge and skills necessary for them to 
become responsible parents. 
GRANDPARENTS PROGRAM 
Every child at The Boyd Center "adopts" a grandparent from one of the local 
senior citizen organizations of hemes for the elderly. Grandparents share their 
time and person with the "little people", and the children share their fascinating 
world with their grandparents. 
PHOTOGRAPHY 
An innovative photography project coordinates all aspects of the Boyd Center's 
ccrprehensive programs. Through it children are able to see that seffone special 
whose uniqueness makes the Boyd Center "a little more". 
and a LOTTE MORE. 
Volunteer Training Speech Therapy 
Field Trips Ballet 
Moral Development Transportation 
Further details are available upon request. A slide presentation and a video tape 
depictinq the typical day in the life of a child at the Center is also available 
for viewing. Visitors are always welcome at our Center to observe, participate and 
grow in our fascinating world of "little people". 
*0 tox It SCX/TN STATON • 20SS TOOMAN STWHT 
m | 02724 ib^O€ (StT) §77-093 
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Status 
Licenses 
Staff 
Special 
Needs 
Pilot 
Education 
Model 
CDA 
Certifier 
College 
Affiliation 
Youth Motiva¬ 
tion Task 
Force Member 
H.E.L.P. 
International 
Recognition 
The Center for Child Care and Development, Inc. 
P.O. BOX 11 SOUTH STATION 
PALL AIVBB. MASSACHUSeTTS 02724 202S AOOMAN STA«eT 
TELCPHONI SI7 -472-41 S3 
PROFILE CF QUALIFICATIONS 
Non profit Corporation established for charitable purposes urxier 
the COmonwealth of Massachusetts; April, 1972; Tax Exerpt urxier 
Sec. 501 (c)(3) and Sec. 509 (a)(2) (Public Support Ruling) 
u.s. Internal Revenue Code. 
Ccmcrwealth of Massachusetts: 
1. Office for Children 
2. Department of Education - Special Needs 
City of Fall River 
1. School Department 
2. Department of Health 
Administration: 2 Professianals; 2 Para Professionals 
Care and Teaching: 11 Professionals; 8 Interns 
Health: 1 Professional 
Social Service: 1 Professional; 2 Interns 
The program provides remedial help to those children 3-6 years old 
who could not reach their full potential by being integrated into 
a regular school placenent. These children receive individualized 
instruction according to detailed rsnediation to address the child's 
needs. 
One of four sites in the United States chosen to pilot the A.N.I.S.A. 
Program (a comprehensive educational model) under the auspices of 
the University of Massachusetts and the American National Institute 
for Social Advancenent. 
Authorized by Office of Child Development in Washington, D.C. to 
train and prepare for credentialling persons who desire corpetency- 
based early education certification - Child Development Associate. 
Students from nine area colleges and universities do their student 
teaching, internships, and contract learning here. 
One of Twenty-two agencies and/or business chosen by Fall River 
Chamber of Comerce to participate in its youth motivation program. 
Help Educate Little People-Education for Parenthood Program where 
high school seniors and oollege students have on site training in 
ccnprehensive child care and development. These students also make 
learning materials for children's use in the classroom as well as 
interact with children on a one to one basis. 
The World Organization of Early Education has presented staff from 
The Ceiter for Child Care and Development at past World Assembly 
Conferences in Caracas, Venezuela in 1974 and in Bonn, Germany 1972. 
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John E. Boyd Center 
for Child Care ana Development 
r 
SPECIAL NEEDS PROGRAM 
* 766 Approved 
* Screening 
* Independent Evaluation 
* Day Care placement 502.5 
* Full integration 
* Speech therapy 
* Behavior-Modification 
* Individualized remediation 
* Parent Involvement 
* Family services 
The Special Meeds Proaram of the John E. Boyd Center for Child 
Care and Develooment seeks to resDond to the needs of each child it 
serves by looking at the child as a composite being greater than 
his/her separate oarts. Historically, The Boyd Center for Child 
Care and Develooment has always addressed a child's physical, cog¬ 
nitive, social, emotional, educational, and day care needs. The 
development of the total child concept was expanded in September of 
1974, when, under the new Special Education Act, Chapter 766, of 
the laws of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, children between the 
ages of 3-21 who have substantial disabilities must be aiven every 
ooportunity to release their full Dotentiality through Mainstreaming. 
Intearating children with special needs into the regular school 
program, or mainstreaming, is done at the Boyd Center for Child Care 
and Develooment with the purpose of encouraging children to learn 
through the strona areas they have in common with their peers, while 
at the same time providing extra support to meet the child's special 
needs. 
The SDecial education proaram at '’’he Boyd Center for Child Care 
and Development is licensed by the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, as 
a 766 aoproved facility to serve soecial needs children between the 
aaes of 3-6 years. The program aoes beyond mainstreaming to include 
the identification, assessment, evaluation, and olanning process 
geared to no less than the child's total develooment. The need for 
a well olanned develoomental oroaram for each child is important if 
a child is to reach his full potential. A child who does not thrive 
in his program, may fall short of realizina all of his capabilities. 
While he must be challenged to become all that his Dotential allows, 
the challenge must never become a threat. At the Boyd Center for 
Child Care and Development a child is loved and accepted for his ores- 
ent level of functioning. Through love and acceptance a child gains 
a positive self-imaae. He beains to acceDt himself, to acceot others, 
and be accepted by others. Through this self-reinforcing orocess he 
is able to mobilize his resources to develop his potential. 
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The single most important aspect of the Soecial Needs Program 
of the Boyd Center for Child Care and Development is not only the 
full integration of special needs children into the reqular pre¬ 
school classrooms, but the methodology it employs in clarifying and 
remediating special needs within the classroom. The special needs 
child is also taken out of the room for individualization and sup¬ 
portive services such as speech therapy, perceptual training, and/ 
or occupational therapy. Interaction with the special needs child 
is first conducted by the special needs coordinator in the child's 
home in the presence of the parent. A subsequent visit for inter¬ 
action and observation is then conducted in school prior to enroll¬ 
ment. This two step procedure establishes a warm, more relaxed, 
more personal relationshio with the parent and more specifically 
with the special needs child. Upon enrollment the child begins a 
two week adjustment and observation period. During this time formal 
and informal data are collected. Evaluations and assessments com¬ 
pleted for each child prior to his enrollment are also reviewed. Fol¬ 
lowing this period a remedial plan is written by the special needs 
coordinator which addresses each area of weakness and strength. The 
areas of strength are channeled through to achieve the child's goals 
and strengthen the areas of weakness. The remedial plan is shared 
with parents and is subject to the parents approval. Once the pro¬ 
gram has been approved by the parents and sianed, the parents then 
become active participants in its implementation. The Plan is re¬ 
evaluated periodically to assess its effectiveness. Progress re¬ 
ports are kept on each child jointly by the classroom teacher and 
the snecial needs coordinator. The oarents are also reauested to 
keep bi-monthly written reports. All records are available for 
sharing with parents. 
Once cnildren with special needs become eligible for first grade 
placement they are referred for a final re-evaluation by the local 
public school, in which Center personnel participate. Each child's 
placement is determined only after careful consideration of the child's 
classroom level of functioning. The recommendations are discussed 
with the oarents and then submitted in writina to the core evaluation 
team. The relationship with the child and family is terminated, grad¬ 
ually. Recommendations and placement concerning the child and his 
need for continuing services in both home and school are discussed at 
length during the final conference with the parent. Final termination 
is accomplished when the child is placed in an acoropriate school en¬ 
vironment and the Parent is both satisfied and contident that the 
child's progress and development will continue. 
For further information contact: 
- Soecial Meeds Coordinator 
Tel. 672-0183 
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John E. Boyd Center 
for Child Care and Development 
Employers and Child Care: 
Establishing Services through the Workplace 
1) Orientation and Education to Day Care 
a) Description of day care types and purposes 
b) Day care issues, i.e., quality, politics, role in 
family life, historical summary 
c) Funding mechanisms including family, government, SFS 
subsidies and business 
d) various models of day care programing 
2) Business-Related Day Care Orientation 
a) On-site programs 
b) Voucher systems 
c) Information and Referral services 
d) Busines as sponser of day care agency 
e) Business as participant in day care consortium 
3) Direct Services We Can Provide 
a) Proposal writing including program planning and design 
b) Needs Assessments and feasibility studies tailored to 
specific companies and/or areas 
c) Assess, train and supervise company personnel to do any of 
the above or below 
d) Start up programs including hiring Director and providing 
consultation through specified period of program development 
o) Operate day care programs 
f) Advocate for business in local day care and governmental 
community to develop local resources for company 
g) Evaluate and monitor programs 
h) Evaluate and/or monitor other proposals 
PO. BOX 11 SOUTH STATON 
FALL RIVER, MASSACHUSETTS 02724 
2028 ROOMAN STREET 
TELEPHONE (617) 672-0183 
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John E.Boyd Center 
for Child Care and Development 
Qiployers and Child Care: 
Establishing Services Through the Workplace 
Working parents are faced with the difficult task of 
finding child care services that meet their work de¬ 
mands, and also the developmental needs of their chil¬ 
dren. Often the match is not obtained — the employer 
and worker suffer from lost work time and parental 
worry, and the child suffers from poor quality care. 
Benefits to Employer: 
1. Increased ability to attract atployees 
2. lower absenteeism 
3. Inproved enployee attitude tward employer 
4. Inproved enployee attitude toward work 
5. Lower job turnover rate 
6. Inproved immunity relations 
Benefits to Employee: 
1. Availability of reliable quality child care 
2. low fees 
3. Peace of Mind while at work 
P O. BOX tl SOUTH STATION • 2028 ROOMAN STREET 
FALL RIVER. MASSACHUSETTS 02724 • TELEPHONE (617) 672-0183 
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John E.Boyd Center 
for Child Care and Development 
Btployvn and Oiild Cara: 
Establishing Services through the Workplace 
Employer - Assistance Program 
This a program in which the employer assists the 
employee is paying for day care services or assists in the 
election of a day care center. The cost of providing 
this type of day care facilities to employees is a 
legitimate business expense.(Rev. Rul. 73-348, 1973-2 CB31) 
I. Vendor Program 
A vendor day care program involves the purchase 
by the employer of a number of enrollment spaces in one 
or more local day care centers, and a subsequent 
resale of the spaces to the employees at a reduced 
race. 
II. Voucher Program 
In a voucher day care program, the employer gives 
the employee a coupon worth a specified amount. The 
voucher may be used to pay for a corresponding portion of 
day care services from any licensed provider of such 
services. 
The vendor and voucher programs provide the 
employer with an annual deduction for the entire cost 
of operation because neither program involves an invest¬ 
ment incapital assests. 
Employer - Responsibility Program 
Is a program wherein an employer or group of employers 
set aside a portion of the work facilities for a day care center 
or the establishment of a building in the area for this 
purpose. This type of program usually requires a large 
capital investment and provides the employer with the tax 
choice of electing depreciation or amortization of capital 
expenditures. 
The on-site or close proximity facility maybe operated 
directly by the employer on by a private company that contracts 
with the employer to operate the day care center. The 
day care center program is generally provided to employees 
at reduced costs. 
P O BOX n SOUTH STATION • 202$ ROOMAN STREET 
FALL RIVER. MASSACHUSETTS 02724 • TELEPHONE (617) 672-00 
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John E.Boyd Center 
for Child Care and Development 
Establishing Services Through the Workplace 
Employers and Child Care 
Contact 
Harold J. Wilson 
PO. BOX 11 SOUTH STATION 
FALL RIVER MASSACHUSETTS 02724 
2028 ROOMAN STREET 
TELEPHOAC (817) 672-0*3 
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ESTABLISHING SERVICES THROUGH THE WORKPLACE 
EMPLOYERS AND CHILD CARE 
Today, mora than ona third of aothars with young childran 
are working...Single-parent households are increasing) 
households where both parents work are coaaon.. Jhe daaand 
for quality, affordable and convenient child care facilities 
far exceeds the supply. With a budget-cutting Congress and 
an inflationary econoay, it is doubtful that this situation 
will change...the pressures on working parents are growing 
with concomitant stress affecting not only their children, 
but also their Job performance. How will the corporate 
sector deal with this situation? 
Industries most likely to provide day care services 
Industries most likely to provide day care services are 
those with a high preponderance of female employees. According 
to a study by Donald Ogilvie for Inner City Fund, (Employer- 
Subsidized Child Care. Washington. D.C. (May, 1973* p. 139.) 
employers with a potential interest in a successful day care 
center program should have the following three characteristics 
to justify an employer-subsidized center: 
1. A large female labor force located in one 
geographical area) probably about 1,000 
women employees are necessary to justify 
a center of 100 slots. 
2. A sustained need for additional female employees 
in order to utilize the recruiting value of day 
care. 
Above average absenteeism and turnover costs. 3. 
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Of the industry-sponsored day care centers, most are lo¬ 
cated at companies who manufacture textile products. Others 
are located at food processing and electronics centers. The 
health care industry has pioneered in the provision of day 
care services with about 100 on-site centers currently active. 
Banking and insurance industries are current and growing spon¬ 
sors of day care services. 
Benefits to Employer 
The total savings in turnover, absenteeism, and product¬ 
ivity at three salary levels are compared to fixed operating 
costs to determine the percentage of costs the firm might ex¬ 
pect to save by providing child care for its employees. This 
percentage is the benefit/cost ratio and is 34^, 57%, and 95% 
for full costs at various salary levels. A firm can profitably 
provide between 34 and 95 percent of the full costs of providing 
day care to its employees, with the most probable figure being 
near 60%. If only operating costs are considered, these per¬ 
centages are even higher: 40, 112, and 70, respectively. 
Table 1 presents a summary of this information. (See Table 1) 
If a firm makes free day care available to a "typical" 
employee having 1.25 children using such a service, it will 
save direct expenses due to turnover, absenteeism, and lost 
production amounting to 721.40, ^’35*l4-0, or -359.40 per week. 
The amount of savings will depend upon the salary level of the 
"typical" employee using the service. These figures show that 
if only operating expenses are considered, it can actually be 
profitable for a firm having a high average salary level to pro 
vide such services since it' saves one dollar and twelve cents 
for every dollar it costs for day care. 
TABLE 1 
BENEFIT/COST RATIOS OF ENTLOYER PROVIDED 
CHILD CARE CENTERS 
Typical Salary Level of User 
$8,000 $11,000 $16,000 
Gains i Losses 
Turnover $16.60 $28.60 $49.80 
Absenteeism 2.40 3.40 4.80 
Productivity 2.40 3.40 4.80 
Total Saving “21750 35-40 59.40 
Day Care Center 
Full Cost $62.50 $62.50 $62.50 
Operating Cost 53.00 53.00 53.00 
Benefit/Cost Ratio 
Full Cost .34 .57 .95 
Operating Cost .40 .67 1.12 
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The major savings indicated in Table 1 are reduced costa 
due to reduced rates of turnover. The level of savings is 
quite sensitive to the salary levels of the affected employees. 
Studies suggest that the cost of replacing a lost employee goes 
up more than proportionately as the salary level of the employee 
goes up. For example, at a salary level of $8,000 replacement 
costs are $1600, or 20£ of the salary; whereas, at a salary of 
$16,000 replacement costs are $4,800, or 30Jt of the salary level. 
The table does not include other benefits to the firm which 
are not easily quantifiable, but which, nevertheless, result in 
increased profits. One of the most important of these benefits 
is the public goodwill, or advertising effect, of being known 
as a firm which provides this kind of service to its employees. 
For a firm such as Stride-Rite which manufactures and retails 
children's shoes, the free "brand-name" advertising can be most 
beneficial. 
Two other important benefits which are not easy to quantify 
are in the use of a day care program to attract local labor and 
in the goodwill such a center may create among a firm's employ¬ 
ees. The first of these benefits reduces replacement costs and 
required wage levels directly. For example, where salaries are 
low and the distance to nearby towns with additional labor is 
great, a center may be the most economical way to get increased 
help. This effect varies in importance with the state of the 
economy; in tight labor markets turnover rates are higher. The 
second has a positive effect on productivity, thus reducing pro¬ 
duction costs. These benefits all reduce the level of "average 
salary required for such a program to become cost-effective, 
i.e. profitable. 
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Establishing Services through the Workplace 
Employers and Child Care: 
Employer - Assistance Program 
This is a program in which the employer assists the em¬ 
ployee in paying for day care services or assists in the 
election of a day care center. The cost of providing this 
type of day care facilities to employees is a legitimate 
business expense. (Rev. Rul. 73-348, 1973-2 CB31) 
I.' Vendor Program 
A vendor day care program involves the purchase 
by the employer of a number of enrollment spaces in 
one or more local day care centers, and a subsequent 
resale of the spaces to the employees at a reduced 
rate. 
II. Voucher Program 
In a voucher day care program, the employer gives 
the employee a coupon worth a specified amount. The 
voucher may be used to pay for a corresponding portion 
of day care services from any licensed provider of such 
services. 
The vendor and voucher programs provide the employer 
with an annual deduction for the entire cost of operation 
because neither program involves an investment in capital 
assets. 
Employer - Responsibility Program 
Is a program wherein an employer or group of employers 
set aside a portion of the work facilities for a day care 
center or the establishment of a building in the area for 
this purpose. This type of program usually requires a large 
capital investment and provides the employer with the tax 
choice of electing depreciation or amortization of capital 
expenditures. 
The on-site or close proximity facility may be operated 
directly by the employer or by a private company that contracts 
with the employer to operate the day care center. The day care 
center program is generally provided to employees at reduced 
costs. 
171 
- 6 - 
Tax Objectives 
The tax objectives of a firm which is considering sub¬ 
sidizing a day care service for its employees arei 
1. The full and immediate deduction of payments 
for capital and/or operating costs. 
2. No tax payments by the entity providing the 
care. 
3. F'inimum administrative burden on it arising 
from tax laws. 
4. And no income taxation of the employee's 
income of the value of the services received 
by their children. 
All contributions to a day care center are income tax 
deductable either as business expenses or as contributions 
to charitable or educational foundations depending upon the 
tax status of the receiving center. The center may be class¬ 
ified as tax-exempt or taxable (non-exempt). An employer 
wishing to provide day care services to its employees may 
choose either the exempt or non-exempt vehicle depending upon 
which is most advantageous. Employer-sponsored day care fac¬ 
ilities which meet certain standards are eligible for exemp¬ 
tion from Federal income taxes by virtue of Section 501 (c) 
(3) of the Internal Revenue Code. 
The advantages to subsidizing and/or creating a tax-exempt 
center are: 
1. The total and immediate write-off of all capital 
costs involved in establishing the center. 
2. All donations to the center are deductable as 
charitable contributions up to 5% of a company’s 
taxable income. 
3. Payments which primarily serve an employer's 
business interests need not be deducted as 
ch^ri^ble contributions but can be deducted 
as general business expenses which are not 
limited by the 5% ceiling. 
Less administrative burden arising from tax laws. 
5. Employees will not be taxed for value of services. 
The advantages in creating a non-exempt center are» 
1. Complete flexibility with regard to location, 
eligibility, fees, structure, and enrollment. 
2. Five year straight line depreciation of all 
capital costs. 
3- All contributions are deductable as general 
business expenses. 
A tax exempt status is most encompassing of the tax object¬ 
ives of a firm considering subsidizing a center. If a company 
can qualify, then it should consider such a status. However, 
if a firm contributes more than 5^ of its taxable income to 
a charitable foundation providing day care, then the firm should 
consider using a non-exempt center for which all contributions 
would be deductable as business expenses and not subject to the 
5# ceiling, or deducting all capital costs as a charitable con¬ 
tribution and then deducting other subsidies as business expenses, 
where such subsidies can prove to benefit the private interests 
of the employer through reduced absenteeism and turnover, in- 
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creased productivity, and the ability to attract personnel. 
Non-exempt Statusi "An Ordinary and Necessary Business Expense.“ 
If a non-exempt center is set up as part of a corporation 
or is contracted with separately to primarily serve a corporate 
entity's private business interests, then contributions to such 
a center would be deductable as general business expenses and 
not as charitable contributions. Subsidies to a non-exempt 
center can be deducted as a business expense whether or not the 
center is run on a profit or non-profit basis. Tax law allows 
for a five year straight line depreciation of child care fac¬ 
ilities for a taxpayer's employees' children. Initial capital 
costs would be amortized and not deducted in full the year paid. 
If a corporation contracts with an existing center or supports 
the creation of new separate non-exempt centers, all direct 
payments for services are deductable either as a general busi¬ 
ness expense or a charitable contribution. 
One means to avoid the accusation of self-dealing would 
be if a center received at least 10# (exclusive of fees) of its 
funding from government or one third of all support from gen¬ 
eral contributions from sources other than the employer-sponsor. 
The public interest criterion can be further satisfied by a 
sponsor providing a developmental program rather than a cus- 
toldial program for its employees' children. Froviding a 
developmental program would strengthen the case for exemption 
for a center with a de facto employment preference. 
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A center clearly sponsored by an employer which provides 
only custodial care primarily benefits the employer and the 
mother who is thus enabled to work. In these circumstances, 
a public interest (that of the child) is not being advanced and 
an exempt status would be less likely than if a developmental 
program existed. The argument to provide a developmental pro¬ 
gram exists no matter which exempt status a center applies for. 
It is self-evident that an educational organization would have 
to fulfill certain program requirements. The public interest 
criterion could be further advanced if the members of the 
governing board of a center were orimarily from outside the 
company. 
Deductions of contributions to charitable foundations 
providing day care to a company's employees can not exceed 5# 
of that firm's taxable income. Tf a company consistantly con¬ 
tributes more than 5% of its income, it may choose to deduct 
such contributions as business expenses if he can prove that 
he receives a private benefit from subsidizing an exempt center. 
In this fashion he could avoid the 5$ ceiling and yet he could 
still deduct all capital endowments in the first year. 
Tax Treatment of the Value of Services 
It is in the employer's and the employees' interest to send 
the company's children to a tax-exempt center. It makes no direct 
financial difference to the employer if he deducts his contri¬ 
butions to a center as charitable deductions or as business 
expenses. However, it does make some administrative differences 
in that an employer could avoid withholding income from parti- 
175 
- io - 
cipating employees by not treating subsidies as increased in¬ 
come to those employees. 
The employee clearly benefits when employer provided day 
care is not treated as taxable income to the employee. This 
situation is assured when employer contributions are treated 
as charitable donations; and when the employer contributions 
are treated as a business expense incurred to benefit the 
private interest of the firm. In these cases, services to an 
employee's child are not considered wages and the employee 
avoids paying income taxes on the value of the service. If an 
employee must pay for day care services, the IRS now provides 
a 20$ credit towards the cost up to a maximum of $2000 for the 
first child and $4000 for two or more children. The cost of 
day care must not exceed earned income. 
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Establishing Services through the Workplace 
Employers and Child Cares 
Employers Sponsoring Child Care Services 
Amalgamated Clothing and Textile Workers Union (ACTWU) 
The most extensive on-site child care program involving 
union members has been administered through the Health and 
./elfare Fund of the Saltimore Regional Joint Board of the 
ACTWU. The 1969 amendment to the Labor Management Relations 
Act of 19^+7 permitted employer contributions to trust funds 
for the establishment of child care for dependents of employees. 
As a consequence of this amendment and collective bargaining 
agreements, the 70 manufacturers employing union members con¬ 
tribute 2# of their gross payrolls to the fund. About 80# of 
the total fund is reserved for day care for children ages 2-6 
in six centers. 
The cost of care is $60 per week with employees paying 
$15 for one child and half again as much for two. In recent 
years, non-employees have been permitted to use the center at 
a rate of $30 per week per child. Eighty-five percent of the 
Amalgamated's members are female. Most have easily transferable 
skills. 
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Stride-Rite Corporation 
The Stride-Rite Corporation center is an outstanding 
example of high quality company-sponsored day care service 
for employees and the surrounding community. Serving 45 
children ranging in ages from nine months to six years, it 
operates a 5 day a week, 10 hours a day, 52 weeks a year 
program. The cost to the center per child is $54 per week. 
The major factor in this cost is the staff/child ratio which 
is 1.6. Personnel costs are reduced by cooperating with in¬ 
tern and teacher training programs at local colleges. Other 
operating costs, such as supplies, utilities, maintenance, 
repair and accounting assistance are limited by the company 
providing them free. Stride-Rite employees pay 10f% of their 
gross weekly salaries for each child enrolled. The on-site 
location in a disadvantaged area of Roxbury, Massachusetts 
qualifies it for state subsidies. 
Connecticut General Life Insurance. Aetna Life Tnsurance, 
and Allendale Mutual insurance Company 
Several large insurance companies are subcontracting 
with proprietary child care services. Connecticut Ceneral 
and Aetna in Connecticut, and Allendale Mutual in Rhode Island 
have contracted with the Living and Learning Schools. Two of 
the schools rent space directly from the companies and pro¬ 
vide the service. The companies get a 10% reduction in fees 
to their employees through group purchasing of slots. All 
centers are available to non-employees. Rees run from $42 
per week for the older children, to $52 per week for the 
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younger ones. Ages range from 6 months to seven years. 
The Consortiumt Northside Child Development Center 
A good example of a consortium is the Northside Child 
Development Center established in 1971 in Minneapolis, 
Minnesota by the Control Data Corporation, Pillsbury, Dayton’s 
two utilities, two banks, and an insurance company. Although 
the center was recently reorganized, with all financing being 
assumed by federal Title XX funds, it has retained its di¬ 
versified board of directors composed of business, parent, 
and staff representatives. Initially, the companies involved 
subsidized one quarter of the operating budget and reserved 
a certain number of day care slots for their respective em¬ 
ployees; with the reorganization, they now simply refer 
employees to the center. Tn 1971, the center provided compre¬ 
hensive care for 120 infants, preschoolers and elementary 
students at a cost of about $50 per week per child. 
A scientific/empirical test of the benefits to the em¬ 
ployers of providing day care services at the Northside Child 
Development Center was reported in 1976 by Milkovich and ^ornez 
of the University of Minnesota. of anagement Journal 
(March, 1976): 111-115) They found that the firm benefitted 
from having day care facilities available to its employees; 
however, the gain did not equal the full cost of providing the 
service. The impact of the center on the industries involved 
showed: 
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1. Absenteeism was reduced 21% from pre-enrollment rates. 
2. Monthly turnover rates for mothers using the center 
was 1.8£ as compared to 6.3^ for mothers not using 
the center or 5-5^ for employees without children 
of child care age. 
3. Employers believed that day care services increased 
the productivity of the affected employees. 
Community Catalysts: Whirlpool Corporation. Fepsico. Inc.. 
Levi Strauss. Inc. 
As an alternative to establishing and/or operating their 
own centers, companies have assumed leadership roles in local 
communities to help them establish day care centers. Whirl¬ 
pool Corporation organized 25 industries in the Benton Harbor 
St. Joseph's area of Michigan to form a Committee on Day Care 
and contributed the expertise of several of its departments. 
The result was the formation of the Twin Cities Area Child- 
Care Centers, Inc., a non-profit agency which administers a 
day care program. Fepsico, *nc donated B25,000 to the Day Care 
Council of /estchester County, ”.Y. to help expand existing 
centers. 
Levi Strauss has also acted as a catalyst in a number 
of communities where it has production plants. The failure of 
its on-site center in Star City, Arkansas has convinced this 
company that it should advocate a quality family day care 
system (Licensed Home Care). 
Vendor-Voucher: Folaroid Corporation, Ford .-oundation 
Another alternative has been the use of vouchers, .he 
Ford Foundation in Mew York has their employees make their 
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own child care arrangements but provide allowances ranging 
between $5 to $15 a week depending upon a family's gross 
annual income. To encourage the use of licensed day care 
centers with educational programs, the Foundation provides 
an additional $5 incentive. 
In a slightly different arrangement, Polaroid Corpora¬ 
tion in Cambridge, Mass, actually contracts with local cen¬ 
ters for slots for their employee's children. Parents pay 
on a sliding scale based on total family income and the 
compamy subsidizes the rest. 
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ESTABLISHING SERVICES THROUGH THE WORKPLACE 
EMPLOYERS AND CHILD CARE 
Financial Ability and Willingness of Parents to Pay 
Studies have shown that the cost of developmental day 
care programs (about 560 per week) exceeds the financial 
ability of the average working parent. The average family 
will not pay more than ten to fifteen percent of their annual 
income for day care. Without financial assistance parents 
will select informal day care arrangements that are rela¬ 
tively convenient and inexpensive (less than olO per week). 
A Health, Education, and 'Welfare study done by the Children's 
Bureau in 1968 showed that 47# of preschool arragements in¬ 
volved no cash payments. A 1971 I^'athematica study done for 
the State of Vermont showed that among low income families, 
70# had no child care costs. 
i-’ost parents desire day care near their residential neigh¬ 
borhood and are unlikely to utilize developmental care, even if 
provided free of charge, if the center is located more than a 
half-hour from their home. Cne study showed that a parent would 
rather pay 715 a week than travel more than 30 minutes to a cen¬ 
ter. In the general population, past experience has shown that 
parents prefer care in a private home to arrangements in day 
care centers. Most of these parents cite cost and location as 
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reasons they would not use a center facility. 
However, an interesting comparison exists between those 
parents who have never used a day care facility and those 
parents who have had some experience in using center care. 
According to a 1975 study by Abt Associates, parents who have 
chosen to use center care based on experiencial criterion cited 
the superiority of educational programs over other forms of care. 
Well-trained care-givers also ranked high as a reason for choos¬ 
ing center care. Convenience, transit arrangements, and center 
hours were reasons cited for choosing a particular center over 
another. Few parents cited cost as a factor. 
In contrast, the Vermont study showed that parents without 
experience with center care evenly divide over whether or not 
they would consider using a center. Half say they would use a 
center if it was convenient; half would not. Those parents who 
would not use a center even if available cite the following 
reasons in descending order; satisfied with current arrangements, 
prefer caring for own children, children would not like it, child¬ 
ren ineligible, costs too much. 
Shared Cost 
The estimates of Table 1 and the evidence of experience in¬ 
dicate that while it is not profitable for a firm to pay the 
full cost of day care for its employees, it is in the financial 
interest of many firms to encourage the provision of such care 
and to subsidize its cost. The extent of subsidy depends to a 
large extent on the level of difficulty the firm has in acquiring 
and retaining quality employees and on the nature of the market 
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for its product. In the first case, the greater the difficulty 
the greater the level of subsidy. Economic conditions affect¬ 
ing labor markets, the location of the firm vis a vis its po¬ 
tential labor supply, and the number of individuals in society 
at large having the skills required by the firm determine the 
magnitude of difficulty for an employer. 
In the second case, the level of subsidy will be greater 
where the product is sold in a consumer market. Stride-Rite 
manufactures and sells shoes to children by its brand name. 
The generous free advertising associated with the firm's support 
for child care centers saves the company some of its expendi¬ 
ture required for brand name development as well as targets 
the advertising to those consumers most influenced by such ad¬ 
vertising! parents of children ages 0-13. Clearly, the choice 
as to the level of support is highly individualized for the firm 
and the profitability of such a choice is specific to a par¬ 
ticular time and location. In general, however, it seems that 
there are few firms that would not find the presence of such a 
service beneficial, and which would not find it profitable to 
subsidize some part of their employees' cost of participation. 
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DECEMBER 20, 1976 — NAMING RECEPTION AND DEDICATION 
Th« following, although deeply felt, only partially expressed the feelings of each person present 
on December 20th. 
Mayor Driscoll said: 
"It «« amazing honor, to have the three Speaker* here 
at the naming o{ the new Center to be catted {or our good {ri.end UonAignor Boyd". 
Congresswoman Heckler: 
"This i* a moment o{ honor {or a very ipeciat penon, a 
truly great man. But, we want to do more than iay we love Mon*ignor Boyd. ('Je're 
io happy {or what he ha* given and we want him to know how we {eel, We al*o want 
hi* work to carry on and we want more". 
Former Speaker John W. McCormack: 
"I'm particularly happu to be here today to 
join with you in your pre*ence, in honoring a great churchman, and one o{ the 
greatest humanitarian* o{ alt time who ha* lived with you and worked with you 
{or 60 many year* that {ine, noble pree*t, Mon*ignor Boyd. I am highly honored 
at being here, to be able to meet and to *ay that I have met Uomignor Boyd". 
Speaker O’Neill: 
"Here, in the twilight o{ a beauti{ul career, we try to do 
icmething iimple. We try to reverence hi* name 60 it will be la*ting and mean- 
eng{ul, and that other* may emulate along li{e'6 line*. Who wa* Mon*wgnon Boyd? 
He wa* a {riend around the corner whenever we needed one, *o we pay him homage 
today by naming thi* child center a{ter Hon*ignor Boyd. May it have nothing but 
*ucce*6, may it bring children and educate children o{ the {uture who will 6tim- 
ulate thi* country, who will help them prove the knowledge o{ thi* country, who 
will make the area {rom which we all are right now, a greater area, and may the 
children who go through thi* center like Mon*ignor Boyd, never {orget, {rom 
whence they came and that their {ellow man need* help along the pathway* o{ li{e". 
Former Speaker Carl Albert: 
"My rea*on being here i* the character o{ the 
man {or whom thi* ultra modern child care and development center will be named, 
How I think that the* i* the mo*t important part. o{ the program and I am propos¬ 
ing a. re*olution o{ dedication becau*e when a man ha* lived through a whole li{e 
o{ 6ervice to man, every man and woman on earth owe* him all that hi* earthly 
obligation* can be*tow. What we do here e* ju*t not to build with 6tone and 
mortar, what we do here i* carry out man's greatest re*pon*ibilety second only 
to hi* re*pon*ibility to God» hi* re*pon*ebelity to he* {ellow man". 
APPENDIX N 
A SUMMARY STATEMENT ON THE ANISA MODEL 
Th« ANISA Modal raprasants a conprahanslva educational 
system functionally defined by apacificationa which inaura 
!ta replicability> evaluation, and refinement. The 
spacificationa embody educational objactivaa pertaining to 
the development of human potential through the attainment 
of learning competence, and explanationa of how to achieve 
them. Theae objective# are derived from a well-articu¬ 
lated philoaophical baae that clarifiea the nature of man 
and are supported by a coherent body of theory generated 
from the philoaophy. Thia body of theory includeei 
A Theory of Development which definea the nature of 
human potential; establishes two broad categoriea of 
potentialitiea -- biological and paychological; 
identifiea proper nutrition aa the eaaential element 
in the development of biological potentialitiea and 
learning competence aa the key factor in the releaae 
of paychological potentialitiea; eatabliahea five 
categoriea of paychological potentialitiea — 
paycho-motor, perceptual, cognitive, affective, and 
volitional; definea development aa the tran8lation of 
potentiality into actuality; defines the basic nature 
of creativity in terms of that translation and 
equates it with learning; establishes interaction 
with the environment as the means by which develop¬ 
ment is sustained; fixes three basic categoriea of 
environment (physical, human and the unknown) and 
establishes the Self as the microcosmic reflection of 
the three environments and the most constant aspect 
of the environment it experiences; and categorizes 
interactions in terms of their power to facilitate 
development and safeguard survival. 
A Theory of Curriculum which establishes two cate- 
gories of goals or objectives of the formal educa¬ 
tional system — content goals and process goals; 
specifies the substance of the former as the infor¬ 
mation culture haa accumulated organized in terms of 
the classification of environments, including the 
symbol systems used to convey that information, and 
the substance of the latter as formation of internal 
structures on which learning competence depends 
(i.e., content goals may specify what to think about 
while process goals concentrate on how to think); 
accounts for ths emergence of personal identity 
(character formation) in tsras of valus formation and 
dafinas valuas as tha ralativaly enduring structur¬ 
ings of potantialitias (procass) as thay ara actu- 
alizad and intagratad with inforaation (contant) 
assimilated about tha various environments; and 
dafinas thraa valua sub-systaas (matarial, social, 
and raligious) on which thraa highar ordar competen¬ 
cies rest (technological, moral and spiritual) and 
which combine to form tha total valuas systam that 
constitutas tha parsonality — tha Saif. 
A Thaory of Pedagogy which defines teaching as 
arranging environments and guiding tha child's 
intaraction with tham for tha purpoaa of achiaving 
tha goals specified by the curriculum theory; out¬ 
lines the diagnostic, prescriptive, speculative, 
experimental, and improvisational aspects of arrang¬ 
ing environments and guiding interaction; and speci¬ 
fies the nature of evaluation. 
A Theory of Administration which provides tha ra¬ 
tionale for staff differentiation and integration; 
defines the nature of management in terms of purpose 
consistent with the philosophy; provides the means 
for institutional self-renewal; and accounts for the 
necessity and nature of community and home involve¬ 
ment and support. 
Finally, because the model rests of the universal pro¬ 
cesses of growth and development, it has cross-cultural 
applicability and addresses directly the problem of how to 
achieve equal educational opportunity. 
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